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The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered· the following 
prayer: 

God of an mercies, who didst guide our 
fathers as they fashioned this Republic, 
who hast entrusted to our hands a sacred 
heritage crimsoned by sacrifice and the 
strength of chastening trials, in this high 
hour of decisions freighted with destiny, 
grant that those who here speak for the 
Nation may be so true to their high call
ing as servants of the common 'good that 
radiant joy may transfigure duty and 
that on this new day appointed tasks 
may be met with purity of purpose, with
out moral compromise or craven fear. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. HILL, and by unan
imous consent, the reading of the Journal 
of the proceedings of the calendar day 
Wednesday, May 22, 1946, was dispensed 
with, and the Journal was approved. 
NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION OF 

HARRY E. KALODNER TO BE JUDGE, 
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT OF 
APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on be
half of the Committee on the J:udiciary, 
arid in accordance with the rules of the 
committee, I desire to give notice that a 
public hearing has been scheduled · for 
Saturday, June 1, 1946, at 10:30 a.m., in 
the Senate Judiciary c ·ommittee room, 
upon the nomination of Harry E. Kalod
ner, of Philadelphia, Pa., to l;>e judge of 
the United States Circuit Court of Ap
peals for the Third Circuit, vice Han. 
Charles Alvin Jones, resigned. At the 
indicated time and place all persons in
terested in the nomination may make 
such representations as may be pertinent. 
The subcommittee consists of the Sena
tor from Nevada [Mr. McCARRAN], chair
man, the Senator frem Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], and the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. WILEY]. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore <Mr. GEORGE) laid before the Senate 
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the following letters, which were referred 
as indicated: 
SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE-THE JUDICIARY, 

UNITED STATES SUPJ\EME COURT (S. Doc. 
No. 186') 
A communication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting a supple
mental estimate of appropriation for the 
judiciary, Supreme Court of the United 
states. amounting to $7,390, fiscal year 
1947, in ' the form of an amendment to the 
budget for that fiscal year (with an accom- . 
pany1ng paper); to the Committee on Appro
priations, and ordered to b~. printed. 
AMENDMENT OF SERVICEMEN'S READJUSTMENT 

AcT oF 1944 
A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 

Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the Servicemen's Read
justment Act of 1944 (with an accompanying 
.paper); to the Committee on Finance. 

REP<>RTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

S. 661. A bill for the relief of Harold H. 
Rhodes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1372); 

S. 1773. A bill for the relief of Frederick 
Uhrman; with amendments (Rept. No. 1373); 

S. 1912. A bill for the relief of Brig. Gen. 
Carl H. Seals; with an ap>.endment (Rept. No. 
1374); 

H. R. 238. A bill for the relief of Henrietta 
Silk; ~ithout amendment (Rept. No. 1375); 

H. R. 3525. A bill for the relief of Owen 
Young; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1376); 

H. R. 3967. A bill for the relief of Ahto 
Walter, Lucy Walter, and the legal guardian 
of Teddy Walter, a minor; with an amend
ment (Rept. No. 1377); 

H. R. 4298. A bill for the relief of Severo 
Apoluna Dinson and Candilaria Dinson, and 
the legal guardian of Laura Dinson and the 
legal guardian of Teresita Dinson; without -
amendment (Rept. No. 1378); 

H. R. 4301. A bill for the relief of Philip 
Naope Kaili and Susie Kaili; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1379); and 

H. R-. 6245. A bill for the· relief of Mary G. 
Paul; without amendment (Rept. No. 1380). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 
the Committee on Claims: 

S. 1852. A bill for the relief of Arlis Earl 
Teekell, a minor, with amendments (Rept. 
No. 1381); 

H. R. 2246. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Michael 0. Mello, and Christian-0. Mello; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1382); 

H. R. 4142. A bill for the relief of Johnnie 
V. Nations; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1383); 

H. R. 6010. A bill for the relief of the 
Yakutat Cooperative Market; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1384) ; and 

H. R. 6334. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Carmen Aurora de la Flor, deceased; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 1385). 

By Mr. WHERRY, from the Committee on 
Claims: 

H. R. 2544. A bill for the relief of Willie· 
Hines; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1386); 
and 

H. R. 4716. A bill for the relief of Charles 
B. Borell; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1387) . \ 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: -

S. 1942. A bill to ir,l.corporate the Federal 
City Charter Commission; with amen.dments 
(Rept. No. 1388). 

RECONSTRUCTION OF SENATE AND HOUSE 
ROOFS AND SKYLIGHTS-REPORT OF 
SPECIAL COMMI'l'TEE (REPT. NO. 1389) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. ·President, from 
the special committee appointed under 
Public Law 155, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
relating to the appropriation for the 
roofs and skylights over the Senate and 
House wings of the Capitol, I ask unani
mous consent to submit a report thereon 
and request that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was received and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

The special Senate committee appointed 
under Public Law 155, Seventy-ninth Con
gress, at a meeting yesterday app oved the 
J;>lans for remodeling the Senate Chamber 
submitted by the Architect of the Capitol. 

These plans, prepared by Francis P. Sul
livan, associate architect, and Harbeson, 
Haugh, Livingston & Larson, consultants, 
in collaboration, have the approval of the 
Commission of Fine Arts and the Architect 
of the Capitol an<J_ are acceptable to the sev
eral consultants on air conditioning, ·'fight
ing, and acoustics, and to the structural 
engineers. 

The committee also approved the report of 
the Architect of the Capitol on the project, 
describing the plans and recommending that 
the remodeling work be postponed until the 
summer of 1947. 

The report of the Architect of the Capitol 
follows: 

"MAY 22, 1946. 

' "ALTERATION AND IMPROVEMENT OF INTERIOR OF 
SENATE AND HOUSE CHAMBERS AND RECON
STRUCTION OF ROOFS AND SKYLIGHTS OVER 

SENATE AND HOUSE WINGS OF THE UNITED 
STATES CAPI'rOL BUILDING . 

"APPROVAL OF PLANS 

"The Architect of the Capitol presents for 
the consideration and approval of the Sene.te
committee appointed under the act of July 
17, 1945, Public Law 155, Seventy-ninth Con
gress, the plans for the Senate Chamber im
provements authorized by that act. 

"In this connection, the act of July 1'i, 
1945 provides in pertinent part, as follows: 

"'The appropriat~on of $585,000 provided 
in the Second Deficiency Appropriation Act, 
approved June 27, 1940, as amended • • • 
for the reconstruction of the roofs and sky
lights over the Senate and House wings of 
the United States Capitol • • • shall be 
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available also for the substitution of rein
forced concrete roof slab for the skylights 
over the Senate and House Chambers, recon
struction of ceilings, redecoration, acoustical 
treatment, improved lighting, and other 
alterations, changes, and improvements in 
such Chambers: Provi ded further, That 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
* * * such additional amounts as may be 
necessary for the additional improvements 
herein authorized: Provided •further, That 
the project, insofar as it affects the Senate 
wing of the Capitol, shall be carried forward 
by the Architect of the Capitol in accordance 
with plans to be approved by a committee 
of five Senators, to be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate, upon 
recommendation of the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds * * * 

"'SEc. 2. The Architect of the Capitol is 
authorized to enter into a contract or con
tracts for carrying out the provisions of this 
joint resolution for a total amount not ex
ceeding $861,000 in addition to the aforesaid 
appropriation of $585,000 heretofore provided 
in the Second Deficiency Appropriation Act 
of Jurie 27, 1940.' 

"The plans, as submitted, represent designs 
developed by Francis P. Sullivan, Associate 
Architect, and Harbeson, Hough, Livingston, 
and Larson, consultants, in collaboration. 
The designs have the approval of the Com
mission of Fine Arts and the Architect of the 
Capitol, and they are acceptable to the several 
consultants on air conditioning, lighting, and 
acoustics, and to the structural engineers. In 
their present form, they are. the result of the 
combined efforts ·and ideas of all concerned 
with their preparation. 

"The plans are described on pages 6, 7, 8 of 
this report. 
'!TIME OF PERFORMANCE OF WORK IN SENATE 

CHAMBER 

"Delays that have occurred under the proj
ect to date, explained on pages 9, 10, 11 of 
this report, together with present unsettled 
industrial conditions; make it necessary for 
the .Architect of the Capitol to recommend 
that the work of improving the Senate Cham
ber not be· undertaken until the summer of 
1947. 

"The Commissioner of Public Buildings, 
several large cpnstruction companies, and 
other sources have been consulted with re
gard to industrial conditions, and it is- their 
consensus of opinion that in order to even 
attempt the Senate Chamber improvements 
this summer,· it would be necessary to per.:. 
form the work under noncompetitive 'con
tracts on a cost-plus-fixed-fee basis. More
over, there is still such a critical scarcity of 
essential building materials, and labor con
ditions are such that there is little likeli
hood that contractors could live up to fixed 
delivery schedules necessary to complete the 
job wit hin a restricted period. 

"These facts .. are borne · out forcefully in 
two letters which I have received and will 
make a part of the minutes of the meeting
one from Commissioner Reynolds to Colonel 
Dryden of the Veterans' Administration, and 
the ot her from the Consolidated Engineering 
Co. to the Archit ect of the Capitol. 
"NEED FOR APPROVAL OF PLANS AT PRESENT TIME 

"Due to the proposed adjournment of Con
gress in July of this year and, at least, the 
possibilit~ that Congress might not return 
until the following January, it is urgent that 
the plans for the Senate and House Chamber 
improvements be approved-by the Senate and 
House committees prior to such adjourn
ment. Because of the time required, after 
approval of the plans, for the preparation of 
the detailed working drawings and specifica
tions, inviting bids, award of contracts, and 
fabrication, and delivery of materials to the 
site, the project cannot be started . promptly 
in July 1~47 if the Senate and House com-

mittees wait until after the new Congress 
convenes in January 1947 to approved the 
plans. 

"TIME .REQUIRED AND PROPOSED PROCEDURE 
AFTER APPROVAL OF PLANS 

"It is estimated that after the plans- for 
the Senate and House Chamber improve
ments are approved by the Senate and House 
committees, from 3 to 4 months will be re
quired for preparation and completion of 
the detailed working drawings and specifi
cations, and for inviting bids, and awarding 
contracts. 

"It is the plan of the Architect of the 
Capitol, once the plans have been approved 
by the Senate and House committees, to have 
the associate architect and consulting en
gineers proceed with the completion of the 
working drawings and specifications, and in 
either the latter part of November or early 
part of December 1946 to invite bids, but to 
withhold the placement of contracts until 
after Congress convenes in January, at which 
time the bids will .be presented to the Senate 
and House committees for consideration, and 
legislation requested to provide such in
crease in the authorized limit of cast as may 
be necessary as a result of the bids received
before awards are made by the Architect of 
the 'Capitol. · 

"If the contracts are placed in January or 
February 1947, the materials necessary to 
start the work can 15e fabricated and deliv
ered to the site tiy July 1947-it being esti

-mated that from 4 to 5 months will be re-
quired for such deliveries. 

"INCREASED COSTS 

"Now that the plans have been devel6ped 
and the variou~ improvements desired . by 

·the Senate and House committees incorpo
rated, and materials required for the job de
termined, it is estimated that in the light of 
present conditions, in order to acc·omplish 
the project as presently planned, it will be . 
necessary to request that the authorized limit 
of cost of $1,446,000 fixed for the project by 
the acts of June. 27, 1940, and July 17, 1945, 
be substantially increased. 

"Due to present unsettled conditions, an 
accurate estimate o~ the amount required 
cannot be made at this -time; but it is certain 
that a substantial increase will be necessary. 
The original estimate included a reserve for 
features which could not be determined in 
advance of a more or less detailed study by 
the architects and engineers engaged for the 
different branches of the work. It is now ap
parent that this reserve will be more than 
exhausted by such items as improvements in 
the air conditioning and lighting systems, 
improvements in architectural treatment 
recommended by the consultants and the 
Commission of Fine Arts, stainless steel ceil
ings, insulation of roofs, sound amplifying 
system for the House Chamber, and new 
·seating on the floor of the House. . 

"Although there is no definite 'assurance 
that the improvements will cost less as a 
result of the deferment of the projct, there 
is at least the expectation that the Govern
ment will have the benefit of closer and more 
intelligent competition from bidders under 
more f-avorable conditions. There will also 
be the advantage that before an increase in 
the authorized limit of cost of the project 
is requested, an estimate more nearly ap
proaching the ultimate cost can be prepared 
based on actual bid priCes. 
."DESCRIPTION OF PLANS . FOR SENATE CHAMBER 

IMPROVEMENTS • 

"The design of the Senate Chamber has 
been studied with motives ·derived from 
classic architecture from the same sources 
as used by the architects of the earlier por
tions of the Capitol and of other buildings 
of the early Republic, this design being fitted 
to thoroughly modern means of lighting, air 
conditioning, and acouStic treatment. 

"In the scheme as submitted, the walls of 
the lower portion of the Chamber will be of 
painted wood paneling separated by pilasters 
of col?red marble with light marble caps and 
bases. Colored marble will be used for the 
columns flanking the Vice President's ros-

•truni and for the base and sub-base around 
the Chamber; and the decorative panels in 
the four corners of the room and the door 
trim will be of light marble: The cornice will 
be of marble and the clock of bronze. The 
Vice President's desk and the desk of the 
clerks and reporters will be faced with marble. 

"The walls of the gallery will be provided 
with a marble wainscot approximately 4 feet 
high. The wall above the wainscot will be 

·.· faced with an acoustical product cover~d with 
fabric such as velour brocade. The door 
trims and niches will be of light marble and 
new wood doors will be provided. A decora
tive frieze will be introduced at the junction 
of the walls and ceiling. 

"The existing gallery floor construction will 
be replaced with fireproof material arranged 
in steps, the face 9f which will be of marble 
and the ·platforms covered with a noiseless 
flooring such as cork tile. 

"The existing gallery seats will be replaced 
with an improved type of noiseless seats 

. with espec'ially designed arms and ends cor
responding with the remainder of the room. 

· Ti:>.e existing desks in the press gallery will 
·be replaced with new desks and thiS section 
'of the gallery will be enlarged. 

"The treatment of the ceiling contemplates 
a relat'ively flat portion extending outward 
from the walls in which will be incorporated 
.a series of decorative coffers, and a higher 
. central portion curved · in section and pro
vided with a cove. This central portion will 
be 'constructed of stainless steel, perfo.rated 
with small holes for the introduction of air 
·conditioning, and painted. The rest of the 
-ceiling will l:le of plaster. Back of the per
forated portion an acoustical treatment will 
be introduced as may be necessary. 

"In the center of the ceiling will be intro
duced· an ornamental ' rosette, the field of 
which will be of carved shatterproof glass 
illuminated from above so as to furn'ish a 
visible source of direct light. This light 
source will be provided mainly for the sake 
of appearance of the Chamber. The actual 
lighting of the floor will be accomplished by 
reflected light from the ceiling, the source 
of which will be light outlets arranged around 
the perimeter of the cove. 

"Lighting for the g;tllery will be provided 
by light panels in the ceiling close to the 
walls. The final lighting arrangement, how
ever, will be the result of a test demonstration 
at full scale now arranged for. 

"Air conditioning for the- galleries will be · 
introduced through semicircular outlets 
around the wall ·at the back of the gallery. 
The air conditioning for the floor will be in
troduced through the perforations in the 
stainless steel ceiling already mentioned. 

"While the plans and the descriptions to
gether pre·sent a view of the Chambers sub
·stantially as they are intended to be when 
remodeled, it ·is anticipated that some 
changes may be found necessary or desirable 
in materials, methods, and design as the 
working drawings are developed and oppor
tunity is afforded for more detailed study of 
the problems involved. The architectural 
character, however, Will be preserved, and the 
necessities of air conditioning, illumination, 
acoustics, and other practical features will 
have the most se-rious consideration. 

"RECONSTRUCTION OF ROOFS 

"The present roof construction with its 
skylights and iron trusses will be removed 
and replaced by reinforced concrete slabs and 
structural steel beams supported on steel 
trusses. The skylights in the connections 
betw,een the central portion of the building 
and the two wings will likewise be elip1inated 
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and replaced by a concret e and steel roof. 
The new roof structure will be fireproof 
throughout. The existing cast iron ceiling 
wit h its glass panels will be removed and such 
disposition made of the glass panels as may 
be decided upon. The roof will be insulated 
and covered with sheet copper. New air
conditioning ducts will be rur. below the 
new roofs, eliminating the old ducts which 
are now on top of the roofs and thereby ma
terially improving the air view of the build
ing. 

"DELAYS ENCOUNTERED 
"When the Senate and House Chamber im

provements were authoriz~d by Congress in 
Public Law 155, approved July 17, 1945, the 
Architect of the Capitol advised the Senate 
and House Committees, appointed under that 
law. that in order to have the materials 
fabricated and delivered to the site in time 
to start construction work within and above 
the Chambers on July 1, 1946, it would be 

. necessary for the plans to be approved by the 
committees and the working drawings com
pleted, . bids advertised for, and contracts 

.awarded by March 1, 1946. 
t'This schedule has been upset due to de

lays over which the Architect of the Capitol 
has had no control. 

"In the first instance, the Senate Commit
tee decided on July 31, 1945, that in addition 
to. procuring the services of Mr. Sullivan as 
Associate Architect, the Architect of the , 
Capitol should also employ Mr. Paul P. Cret. 
as consu1tant to act as censor and critic of 
the Senate Chamber plans prepared .. by Mr. · 
Sullivan and the Architect of the Capitol in 
the course of the preparation of such plans 
and drawings, and to recommend to the 
Architect of the Capitol any changes or im
provements in such plans considered desir
able. 

"While a contract was being negotiated 
with Mr. Cret in August 1945, Mr. Cret was 
taken seriously ill, and died on September 
Br 1945. The committee was informed of 
his death .and the- .Architect of the Capitol 
requested that he be advised as to the com
mittee's wishes in the matter of tlie selection 
of another consultant. 

"The Senate committee, together with 
three Members of the House committee, met 
on Oetober 5, 1945, and at that meeting, 
which was also attended by members of the 
Commission of Fine Arts, both the Senate 
and House committees requested the Com
mission of Fine Arts to recommend an · archi
tect to serve in the capacity in which it had 
been intended to have Mr. Cret act. 

"On October 8, 1945, the Commission of 
Fine Arts recommended to the Sen-ate and 
House ·committees that Mr. Cret's successors 
in office-Messrs. Harbeson, Hough, -Living
ston, and Larson, architects of Philadelphia-'
be employed as consultants for the Senate 
and House Chamber improvements. 

"The House committee approved the selec
tion of these architects to serve as consult
ant for the House Chamber improvements on 
November 23, 1945; and the Senate commit
tee approved the selection of these architects 
to serve as consultant for the Senate Cham
ber improvements on November 26, 1945. 

"A contract was entered into with Har
beson, Hough, Livingston, and Larson on 
December 4, 1945. 

"Prior to the employment of the consult
ants, Mr. Sullivan proceeded as far as he 
could with his sketches and preliminary 
plans, but only limited progress could be 
made until the con~ultants were employed. 

"During the period December 4, 1945, to 
May 1946, Mr. Sullivan has collaborated and 
conferred closely with the consultants; also 
with the acoustical, air-conditioning, and 
lighting experts, and the structural engi
neers, and all matter~ of consequence have 
been taken up and dtscus&ed at length with 

the Architect of the Capitol. Meetings have 
been held in the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol at which the various consultants 
-Jaa;ve been represented and differences of 
opinion ironed out. Meetings have also been 
held with the Commission of Fine Arts and 
their recommendations have been incor
porated in the plans. Numerous changes 
have been considered, and repeateq revisions 
made in the plans in an effort to obtain the 
best architectural results without sacrificing 
acoustical, lighting, air-conditioning, and 
struct ural-engineering requirements. 

•·Had it not been for the circumstances 
herein enumerated, the plans developed and 
agreed upon during the period December 4, 
1945, to April 1946, would normally have been 
developed and agreed up on during the period · 
September 1, 1945, to January 1946. 

"Additional time has also been required 
to check the availability of materials pro
posed to be used, and to make a study of the 
effects that present unsettled industrial con
ditions would have, particularly with rega:rd 
to costs, on attempJ;ing to carry forward the 
"Senate and House Chamber improvements 
this year." 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. REED 
S. 2240. A bill to provide for the payment 

of a bonus of 30 cents per bushel on wheat 
and corn sold by producers between· January 
1, 1946, and April 18, 1946; to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. WHERRY: 
S. 2241. ·A bill to amend section 421 of the 

Internal Revenue Code so as to provide for 
the refund of income taxes paid for taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1941, by 
persons who die while serving in the armed 
forces; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BARKLEY (for Mr. GLASS): 
S. 2242. A bill to authorize the coinage of 

50-cent pieces to commemorate the life and 
perpetuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T. Washington; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
{by request) : 

S. 224;3. A bi11 to provide for the voluntary 
admission and treatment of mental patients 
at St. Elizabeths Hospital; to the Committee 
on the District of Colull'lbia. 

By Mr. SAL~ONSTALL: 
S. 2244. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Maja V. 

.Capek; to the Committee on Immigration. 

ABOLISHMENT OF OFFICE OF PRICE AD
MINISTRATION-ADDITION OF NAME ON 
INTRODUCTION OF BILL 

Mr. STEWART. On Friday, May 17, I 
introduced a bill (S. 2215) to abolish 
the Office of Price Administration and to 
transfer certain of its functions to the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Na
tional Housing Administrator. Inad
vertently I left off the bill the name of 

· the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY], who, as I am, is a member of 
the Complaints Subcommittee of the 
Special Committee To Study and Survey 
Problems of Small Business Enterprises. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the name of the Senator from Ne
braska may appear on the bill in the 
usual manner so it may be shown that . 
the bill was introduced by me on behalf 
of the Senator from Nebraska and 
myself. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES~ 
AMENDME.~TS 

Mr. MURRAY submitted amendments 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill <H. R. 4908) to provide additional 
facilities for the mediation of labor dis
putes, and for other purposes, which 
were ordered to lie on the table 'and to be 
printed. 

MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES
AMENDMENT 

Mr. ELLENDER <for himself, Mr. 
BYRD, Mr. HATCH, Mr. LUCAS, Mr. BA~L, 
Mr. TAFT, Mr. HAWKES, and Mr. FERGU
SON), submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed ·by them, jointly, to the 
bill <H. R. 4908) to provide additional 
facilities for the mediation of labor dis
putes, and for other purposes, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES FOR 
VETERANS-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MEAD submitted amendments in
tended to be proposed by him to the bill 
(S. 2085) to amend title V of the act en
titled "An act to expedite the provision 
of housing in connection with the na
tional defense, and for other purposes," 
approved October 14, 1940, as amended, · 
to authorize the Federal Works Admin
istrator to provide needed educational 
facilities, other than housing, to educa
tional institutions furnishing courses of 
training or education to persons under 
title II of the Servicemen's Readjustment 
Act of 1944, as amended, which were r~
ferred to the Committee on Education 
and Labor and ordered to be printed. 
ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL DINNER ADDR~SS 

BY JUSTICE BLACK 
[Mr. GUFFEY asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the RECORD an address 
delivered by Justice Hugo L. Black at the 
National Citizens Political Action Commit
tee Roosevelt Memorial Dinner, which ap
pears in the Appendix.] 

DON'T YIELD ON PRINCIPLES-EDITORIAL 
FROM WASHINGTON NEWS 

[Mr. MOORE asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the REcoRD an editorial en
titled "Don't Yield on Principles," dealing 
with the coal and railroad strikes, published 
in the Washington News of May 22, 1946, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

GI MORALS IN GERMANY-ARTICLE BY 
WALTER J. SLATOFF 

[Mr. CAPPER asked and -.obtained leave to 
have printed in the REcoRD an article en
titled "GI Morals in Germany," by Walter J. 
Slatoff, printed in the New Republi-c, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

POSTWAR LABOR PROBLEM AND GLOBAL 
WAR RECONSTRUCTION-BRIEF BY 
ROSCOE LEWIS ASHLEY 
[Mr. PEPPER asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the RECORD a letter from 
Roscoe Lewis Ashley to Senat or MURRAY en
•closing a brief entitled "Significance of the 
Postwar Labor Problem in Relation To Global _ 
War Reconstruction," which appears in the 
Appendix.] 

REQUEST TO CHANGE VOTF 

Mr REED obtained the floor. 
Mr. ~GER. Mr. President--
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I under

stand the Senator from North Dakota 
desires.-to put something in the RECORD. 
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Mr. REED. I yield for unanimous

consent requests. 
. Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, last 
evening before the Senate voted on the 
amendment of the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER] I had been engaged all day 
in various Government departments and 
so was not as familiar as I should have 

. been with the subject matter. I had been 
working in behalf of some of my con
stituents in tbe various departments. I, 
therefore, ask unanimous consent that ~ 
be permitted to change my vote on the 
so-called Pepper amendment from "nay" 
to "yea." . 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, such a re
quest is not in order under the rules, as 
I understand. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair thinks that by unani

. mous consent it may be done. 
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I do not 

think a Senator can-- . 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-, 

pore. The Chair thinks that by unani
mous consent a Senator may be per
mitted to change his vote. Is t~re ob
jection? 

Mr. HILL. For the time being at least 
I shall have to object. I shall be glad 
to talk to the ·Senator from North Da
kota about it, but for the time being at 
least I shall have to object. , 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
. pore. Objection is made. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I should 
like to say for the RECORD that I was busy 
in behalf of some of niy constituents 
from North Dakota, particularly the 
American Legion, who are going to hold 
a convention at Bismarck, N. Dak., on 
June i6; 17, and 18, when they expect 
2,000 delegates. There · is · insufficient 
housing there, but at Fort Lincoln, N. 
Dak., there are 2,000 cots, mattresses, 
and blankets. The supposition had been 
that they were under the jurisdiction of 
the War Department. So I spent my time 
at the War Department, and then dis
covered that the matter was under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of Jus-

. tice. The result was that it took me all 
day to have the matter straightened out, 
and I was unfamiliar with the subject 
matter of the amendment, but if I had 

· been familiar with it I should have voted 
the other way. 
· Mr. PEPPER. · Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Kansas yield to me on the 
same point? 

Mr. REED. I desire to accommodate 
the Senator from Florida, and any other 

· Senator so far as possible. I am willing 
to yield for unanimous consent requests. 

Mr. PEPPER. I ask unanimous con
sent to make the statement that I am 
sure the aQle Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. GuFFEY], the able Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNERl; and the able 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] 

. share the same sentiments as have just 
been expressed by the able Senator from 
North Dakota; and if present they-and 
no doubt other, Senators-would have 
voted for the amendment yesterday; but 
for one reason or another, they were not 
able to reach the :floor, although they 
were around the Capitoi when the vote 
was taken. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kansas yield? 

Mr. REED. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I think it 

is an unprecedented thing to ask that 
. the record of a vote be changed after the 
declaration of the result has been made 
by the Chair. I think it woUld be entirely 
pr6per for the Senator from North Da
kota or any other Senator to make an 
explanation either that he voted through 
a misunderstanding or through an error 
which he now wishes to correct. Any 
statement~ of that sort I think is appro
priate for a Senator to make, but I feel . 
certain that neither in the rules nor in 
the precedents can there be found au
thority for changing a ' vote after. the re
sult has been declared. 

Mr. LANGER. · Mr. President, I am 
not going to press the point, but 10 days 
ago the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
TYDINGS] changed hi~ vote, and that is 
all the precedent I thought I needed. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. .Let the Chair make this announce- · 
ment. Rule XII of the Senate in regard 
to voting is in part as follows-the .chair 
reads only the pertinent portions: 

. And no Senator shall be permitted to vote 
after decision shall have been announced by 
the presiding officer, but may for sufficient 
reasons, with unanimous consent, change or 
withdraw his vote. 

Murray 
Myers 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Russell 

Salton stall · 
Shipstead 
Smith 
Stanfill 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 

· Tydings 
Vandenberg 
·Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Wilson 
Young 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. As chairman of the Committee on 
Finance, the present occupant of the 
chair would like to state that -at his .re
quest the senior Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. WALSH] is presiding at a meet
ing of the Committee on Finance, and 
also that the junior Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] is attending 
the meeting. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
. ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS], 
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from ·Mississippi [Mr. 
BILBO], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
CARVILLE], and the Senator from Idaho 
. [Mr. GossETT] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr . 
MAYBANK] is absent by leave of the Sen
ate because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
BRIGGS] and the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. CHAVEZ] are detained on public 

So that it is in the rules of the Sen- business. 
ate. Objection has been made, but the .., Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Senator from North Dakota has made · 
his statement, and it goes in the .RECORD. Illinois [Mr. BROOKS] and the Senator 

from Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER] are absent 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I think by leave of the Senate. 

the Senator from North Dakota was The senator from . Indiana [Mr. 
under a misapprehension when he said WILLIS] ' and the Senator from New 
that I asked that my vote be changed Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] are necessarily 
some 10 days ago. I am sure he got me absent. . 
confused with some other Senator. I The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
have no recollection of as,king that mY .pore. ·Eighty-three SenatorS" having 
vote be changed. · I know the Senator answered to their names, a quorum is 
from North Dakota made the statement present. 
in good ·faith, but I did not ask that my Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
vote be changed 10 days ago. -the Senator from Kansas yield to me so 

MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill <H. · R. 4908) to provide addi
tional facilities for the mediation of 
labor disputes, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
.Senator from Kansas yield to me to sug
gest the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. REED. I yield. 
Mr. HIL~. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
· The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Brewster 
.Buck 
Bushfield 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Capper · 
Connally 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Eftstland 

Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Gerry 
Green 
Guffey 
Gurney 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Huffman 
Johnson, Colo. 

Johnston, S . C. 
Kilgore 
Knowland 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Mead 
Millikin 
Mitchell 
Moore 
Morse 
Murdock 

I may make a short statement? 
Mr. REED. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. · ·For the benefit of 

Sen.~tors who were not here last night 
when I made the announcemeht, I wish 
to reiterate that it is the purpose to pro
ceed with a night session tonight, and a 
night session tomorrow night, and, if 
necessary, a session on Saturday, in or
der that we -may make progress on the 
pending legislation. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kansas yield to me so 
I· may ask the Senator from Kentucky 
a question? 
. Mr. REED. I yield. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Is it the intention of 
the Senator from Kentucky that the Sen
ate meet on each of those days at 11 
a.m.? . 

Mr. BARKLEY. I rather think so . . 
Mr. TYDINGS. As one Member of the 

Senate, I would prefer that ·the Senate 
.meet at 10 o'clock or 10:30 or 11 in the 
morning, and conduct its business during 
the remainder of the day, rather than to 
start at 12 o'clock and stay in session 
until 7 or 8 o'clock· at night. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to the Sena
tor from Maryfand that even meeting at 
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11 does riot necessariLy obviate the nec-es
sity for a night session. 

Mr. TYDINGS. No; but it will help, 
in my opinion. , 

Mr. BARKLEY. It will help. 
Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the · 

Senator yield? 
Mr. REED. I yield. 
Mr. TOBEY. Is it the understanding 

of the Senator from Kentucky that if we 
finish this bill there will be no Saturday 
sessionr? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; that is not neces
sarily the understanding. It might help 
lean a little in that direction. 

Mr TOBEY. If we all push. 
Mr. B-ARKLEY. But there is impor-

tant legislation that might he considered 
and disposed of even on Saturday if we 
are- in session, so I do not want to fore
close the Senate from a session on Sat
urday even if we finish this bill tomorrow. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President. will 
the Senator from Kansas yield to me? 

Mr. REED. I· am very happy to yield 
for a unanimous consent request only. 

Mr. 0VERTON. I thank the Semator. 
Last night there was a yea-and-nay vote 
on the Pepper amendment. I was · not 
present. I remained on the floor of the 
Senate until about 6.:30 p. m., ·and, un
derstanding there would be n.o .vote taken 
last night, I left. I wish to state that 
had I been present I would have voted 
against the Pepper amemdment. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator· from Kansas yield to me so 
t.hat I may make a statement? 

Mr. REED. I yield. ~ 
Mr. BANKHEAD. I v;ish to say that 

I am in the same situation as the Sena
tor from Louisiana who just spoke. I was 
absent from the Senate last night when 
the yea-and-nay vote was taken. I had 
made inquiry and was advised that it was 
likely there would be no vote taken last 
night. Had I been present I would have 
voted against t.he Pepper amendment. 

Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kansas yield to me so 
I may make a statement respecting the 
vote taken last night? 

Mr. REED. I yield for that purpose. 
Mr. O'DANIEL. I wish to make a 

-statement ·similar to the ones just made 
by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OVERTON] and the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. BANKHEAD]. I am greatly in
terested in the legislation under consid
eration and have been vitally interested 
in promoting constructive labor legisla
tion e1ler since I became a Member of 
the Senate. I regret that I was un
avoidably detained at the moment the 
vote on the Pepper amendment was 
taken late yesterday evening. It was 
necessary for me to be in Texas Tuesday 
of this week and I flew back to Washing
ton Tuesday night especially to be here 
while the voting was taking place on 
H. R. 4908 and all amendments thereto, 
and was in the Senate Chamber yester
day-. Late in the day I was told that no 
vote was likely to be taken yesterday so 
I feft the Chamber to look after other 
important g-overnmental matters . and 
while absent the vote was taken. Had I 
been present I would have noted "~ay.'' 
I a:m glad the Pepper amendment was 
defeated so overwhelmingly. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kansas yield to me so I 
may make a short 'statement? 

Mr. REED. I yield. 
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Piiesident, an im

portant statement made by MT. Philip 
Murray, president of the CIO, to the Au
tomobile Workers Convention at Atlantic 
City on March 25 has come to my atten
tion. It is important because of the deep 
implication which it carries. It is im
portant to this Senate because of the 
matters now before us for consideration. 
The statement is as follows: 

There isn't anyone or any group big enough 
to do a single solitary damn thing to the 
-CIO. We are more influential and power-
ful than at any time in our history. . 

Mr. President, this statement is so sig
nificant in its implications that no com
ment is required. I am sure that every 
Member of this Senate understands 
exactly what the president of the CIO 
means by it. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the 
S2nator from Kansas yield to me so I 
may offer two r,mendments to the so

·called Byrd amendment? 
Mr. REED. I yield for that purpose. 
Mr. GREEN. On behalf of the Sen

ator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] and my
self, I offer two amendments, each as a 
substitute for the Byrd amendment, as 
modified~ 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendments will be received, 
printed, and lie on the table. · 

Mr. GREEN. I ask also that they be 
printed in the RECORD. 
· There being no objection, the amend

ments offered by Mr. GREEN, for himself 
and Mr. PEPPER, were ordered · to be 
printed in the RECORD. as f0llows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 

At the proper place insert the following: 
"SEc. -,-. It shall not be deemed to be un

lawful under any law of the United States 
for an employer or a group of employees en
gaged in an . industry affecting commerce, 
separ~tely or jointly to establish and main
tain a fund for the provision of hospital, 
medical , and home-nursing care and services, 
vocational rehabilitation, and other benefits 
to promote the welfare of such employees: 
Provided, That, wherever such fund is ad
ministered exclusively by such employer or 
by such employees, it shall be administered 
in accordance with such regulations as may 
be prescribeq by the Fedei'al Security Ad
mfnist rator to assure the equitable admin
istration of the fund for the purposes. for 
which it was established and to provide for a 
public audit of such fund. Whoever violates 
such regulations shall be punishable by a 
fine of $10,000 or imprisonment for 6 months 
or both." 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 

As a substitute for the Byrd amendment 
insert the following: 

"SECTION 1. In any industry affecting com
merce where funds are raised for th~eneral 
or special benefit of the industry, which funds 
by authority of law may b.e added to the cost 
of' the commodity· or service furnished, then 
the administration of such funds shall be 
subject to rules and regulatiens which may 
be. prescribed by the Secretary of Commerce. 

"SEc. 2. Whoever violates such ' reg_ulations 
shall be punishable by a fine of $101000 or 
imprisonment for 6' months or both." 

Mr. REED. · Mr. President, a commen
tator of the time, discussing results flow-

ing from the French Revolution, in the 
beginning of the Napol'eonic era said: . 

France has waded through a revolution to 
a republic, only to find herself in the hands: 
of a master more despotic than any who ever 
sat upon the throne. · 

Paraphrasing that statement it is ac
curate today to state that after a long 
period of effort to curb manufacturing 
and trade monopolies, in the interests of· 
the public welfare, the people of the· 
United States find themselves in the 
power of monopolistic labor unions which 
are "more despotic than any financiai 
monopolist that ever sat upon a throne." 

Today, organized labor, despite internal 
divisions, has a composite political power 
greater than any other economic _ class 
in the United States. It has been. en
dowed with special privileges and immu
nities and powers of aggressive action 
which permit and actually encourage na
tional unions to override the police 
powers of local and- state governments, 
and even to overawe the Federal Govern
ment with demonstrations of private 
force. 

It is no exaggeration to say that our 
"house" of industry and government is 
being divided by a class warfare which 
originated in an effort .to control industry 
through organized force, ·and has in
evitably grown into an effort to control 
government in the interest of one or
ganized class. The·ancient warning that 
rang across this country in 1858 may wen 
be sounded again toelay: "A house di
vided against itself cannot stand." 

In the latter months of 1919, some 26 
or 27 years ago, the United States faced 
a condition regarding the production of 
coal not unlike the condition facing the 
country at this time. A Nation-wide coal 
strike had been o:·dered by the labor 
organization known as the United Mine 
Workers. That is the situation now. 

The people of the entire country were 
threatened with exhaustion of the sup
ply of fuel necessary for their health and 
safety, as well as carrying on of com
merce generally. The State of Kansas 
believed that the time had come to in
voke ,powers of government to insure the 
health and welfare of the people, as well 
as to prevent stoppage of commerce. 
The State af Kansas took over and oper
ated P-art of the coal mines in the State 
during the period of the strike. In that 
action, the sovereignty of the State and 
its duty to protect the health and wel
fare of the people was asserted. 

The Governor of Kansas called the 
legislature· of that State into session in 
January of 1920. A statute known as 
the Kansas Industrial Court Law cre
ating the Court of Industrial Relations 
was enacted. The declaration of policy 
ofthe Kansas Industrial Court Law reads 
as follows: 

The. operation of the following-named and 
indicated employm.ents, industries, public 
utiliites, and common carriers, is hereby de-:
termined and declared to be affected with 
a public interest and, therefore, subject to 
supervision by the State as herein provided 
for the purpose of preserving. the public 
peace, protecting the public health, prevent
ing industrial strife, disorder, and waste, and 
securing regular and orderly conduct of the 

• r 
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businesses directly affecting the living con
ditions of the people of this State, and in the 
promotion of the general welfare. · 

It is hereby declared and determined to be 
necessary for the public peace, health, and' 
general welfare of the people of this State 
that the industries, employments, public 
utilities, and common carriers herein speci
fied shall be operated with reasonable con~ 
tinuity and efficiency· in order that the peo
ple of this State may live in peace and se
curity, and be supplied with the necessaries 
of life. • • * 

It is hereby declared necessary for the pro
motion of the general welfare that workers 
engaged in any of said industries, employ-

ments, utilities, or common carriers shall re
ceive at n.ll times a fair wage and have health
ful and moral surroundings \Vhile engaged 
in such labor; and that capital invested 
therein shall receive at all times a fair rate 
of return to the owners thereof. The right 
of every person to make his own choice of 
employment and to make and carry out fair, 
just, and reasonable contracts and agree
ments . of employment is t_ereby recognized. 

Mr. President, I have had prepared a 
table showing the declaration::; of policy 
of the Kansas Court of Industrial Rela
tions law, which was passed in 1920, and 
to which I ~ave just rJferred; the decla-

ration of policy in the National Labor 
Relations Act; the declaration of policy 
in the Railway Labor Act; and the decla
ration of policy in the bill presently be
fore the Senate. I ask unanimous con
sent that this table be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as part of my re
marks; and I make the request of the 
Public Printer that, if i~· is typograph
ically possible, the table be printed across 
the page, in parallel columns. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

KANSAS COURT OF INDUSTRIAL 
RELATIONS NATIONAL L~BOR RELATIONS ACT 

The denial by employers of the 
right of employees to organize and 
the refusal by employers to ac
cept the procedure of collective 
bargaining lead to strikes and 
other forms of industrial strife or 
unrest, which have the intent or 
the necessary effect of burdening 
or obstr-qcting commerce by (a) 
impairing the efficiency, safety, or 
operation of the instrl,lmentalities 
of commerce; (b) occurring in the 
current of commerce; (c) ma
terially affecting, restraining, or 
controlling the flow of raw ma
terials or manufactured or proc
essed goods from or into the chan
nels of commerce, or the prices of 
such materials or goods in com
merce; or (d) causing diminution 
of employment and wages in such 
volume as substantially to impair 
or disrupt the market for goeds 
flowing from or into the channels 
of commerce. 

CASE BILL AS PASSED BY HOUSE, 

H . R. 4908 RAILWAY LAEOR ACT 

The operation of the following
named and . indicated employ
ments, industries, public utilities, 
and common carriers is hereby 
determined and declat:ed to be af
fected with a public interest, and 
therefore subject to supervision 
by the State · as herein provided 
for the purpose of preserving the 
public peace; protecting .the pub
lic health; preventing industrial 
strife, disorder, and waste; and 
securing regular and orderly con
duct of the businesses directly af
fecting the living conditions of 
the people of this State and in the 
promotion of the general welfare. 

It is declared to be-the policy of 
the United States that labor dis
putes affecting the p~blic interest 
should be pettled fairly and, so far 
as possible, · without interruption 
or delay in the production and 
distribution necessary to the pub
lic interest, and to that end it is 
the duty of both employers and 
employees to bargain in good 
faith. The right of labor to or
ganize and bargain collectively 
with employers is one o( the 
cornerstones of competitive en
terprise. The processes of such 
bargaining must be protected and 
strengthened. Government is no 
less the guardian ' of the general 
welfare than of individual free
dom. In a complex society, war
fare in one section of industry 
affects many others. 

The purposes of the act are: 
(1) To. avoid any interruption to 
commerce or to the operation of 
any carrier engaged therein; (2) 
to forbid any limitation upon 
freedom of association among 
employees, or any denial, as a con
dition of employment or other
\7ise, of the right of employees to 
join a labor organization; (3) to 
provide for t):le complete inde
pendence of carriers a:nd of em
ployees in the matter of self
organization to carry out the 
purposes· of this act; ( 4) to pro
vide for the ·prompt and orderly 
settlement of all disputes con
cerning rates .of pay, rules, or 
working conditions; (5) to pro-

. vide for the prompt and orderly 
settlement of all disputes growing 
out of grievances or out of the 
interpretation ·or application of 
agreements covering rates of pay, 
rules, or working conditions. 

It is hereby declared and de
termined to be necessary for the 
public peace, health, and general 
welfare of ·the people of this State 
that the industries, employments, 
public utilities, and common car
riers herein specified shall be 
operated with reasonable conti
nuity and efficiency in order that 
the people of this State may live 
in peace and security, and be sup·
plied with the necessaries of life. 

It is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the United States to 
eliminate the causes of certain 
substantial obstructions to the 
free flow of commerce and to miti
gate and eliminate these obstruc-

Legislation has heretofore been 
enacted to guarantee the right 
of collective bargaining. It is 
equally important that legislation 
be enacted to protect 'the rights 
of labor, industry, and the general 
public in the processes of collec
tive bargaining. 

It is hereby declared necessary tions wh~n theY. haye _occurred by 
for the promotion of the ' general ·· encouragmg the p~act1Ce an~ J?ro
welfare that workers engaged in cedure of col~ectlve barga~nmg, 
any of said industries, ~mploy- and by protectmg the exercise by 
ments, utilities, or eommon car- v.:-orkers of full ~ree~om of associa
riers shall receive at all times a tw~, self-orgamzatio~, and desi~
fair wage and have healthful and natwn of ·:epresentatives of their 
moral surroundings while engaged own ~ho_osmg, for the purpose <;>f 
in such labor, and that capital n.egotiatmg th_e terms and condi
invested therein shall receive at twns of · their employme?t· or 
all times a fair rate of return to other mutual aid or prote_ctwn. 
the owners thereof. The right of 
every person to make his own 
choice of employment and to 
make and carry out fair, just, and 
reasonable contracts and agree-
ments of employmeht is hereby 
recognized. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I wish to 
refer to the declarations of policy. The 
State of Kansas made the declaration 
which I have read. The substance of that 
declaration of policy has been repeated in 
all important legislation upon the sub
ject. since that time, including the so
called Wagner Act, the Railw:;1.y Labor · 
Act, and the so-called Case bill, which is 
now before the Senate. That declara
tion goes to the heart of this question. 
The declaratio.n of policy which I have 
read can be .compared with the following 
statement in the Wagner Act: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of 
the United States to eliminate the causes 
of certain substantial obstructions to the 
tree flow of commerce and to mitigate and 

eliminate these obstructions when they have 
occurred by encouraging the practice and 
procedure of collective bargaining, and by 
protecting the exercise by workers of full 
freedom of association, self-organization, and 
designation of representatives of their own 
choos!ng, for the purpose of negotiating the 
terms and conditions of their employment 
or other mutual aid or protection. 

In the Railway Labor Act the declara
tion of policy is in part as follows: 

The purposes of the act are: (1) To avoid 
any interruption to commerce or to the oper
ation of any carrier engaged therein. 

In the Case bill presently before the 
Senate th~re is this declarat.ion: 

SEc. 2. It is declared to be the policy of 
the United States that labor disputes affect-

ing the public interest should be settled 
fairly and, so far as possible, witho'ut inter- : 
ruption or delay in the production and dis
tribution necessary to the public interest, 
and to that end it is the duty of. both em
ployers and employees to bargain in good 
faith. The right of labor to organize and 
bargain collectively with employers is one 
of the cornerstones of competitive enter
prise. 

Mr. President, it is interesting to note 
the similarity between the Kansas law of · 
some_ 26 years ago and declarations of 
policy·niade in the National Labor Rela
tions Act, H. R. 4908 (Case bill), now 
pending in the Senate, and the Railway 
Labor Act. For purposes of convenient 
comparison, these e~pressions are set 
down side by side. It will be observed 
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that the . Kansas law declares that the 
public welfare shall include the health 
and safety of people as of paramount 
importance. That is the foundation of 
action taken by the President of the 
United States in various instances in 
the current period, in which cessation 
or a threatened cessation of an essen
tial industry was met by seizure of 
the properties by the National Govern
ment. It is the central point around 
which virtually all remedial measures re
volve. The Legislature of Kansas wrote 
into a statute the plain ,but vital fact that 
the public welfare transcends in impor
tance the convenience or desires of any 
citizen or group of citizens. 

The policy declared by Kansas and the 
action taken by that State attracted in
terest not only throughout the United 
Stat-es but throughout the entire civilized 
world. I happened to be so placed in 1919 
that I had a part in · the conception and 
enactment of the Kansas Industrial 
Court Act. I served as a member of that 
body during the first year of its existence. 
Writers, economists, students, newspaper 
reporters, and periodical correspondents 
throughout the United States and the 
world came to Kansas to have a look at, 
and make a first-hand study of, the evo
lutionary and revolutionary declaration 
of the State of Kansas, in the matter of 
general public welfare as affected by: 
stoppages of production or transporta .. 
tion of essential commodities, through 
labor disputes. Kansas thought it time 
a more civilized procedure be adopted. 

If there was need, as there was, for 
the action taken by Kansas 26 years ago, 
there is vastly more need for it now. 
Labor unions have grown from small 
struggling isolated groups into powerful 
monopolies. So far as a supply of goods 
essential to the health and welfare of 
the people is concerned, it makes small 
difference whether that supply is less
ened by an industrial monopolist limit
ing production or asking unreasonably 
high prices, or by labor monopolies en
tirely stopping production or transporta
tion because of a labor dispute. 

The threat to the welfare of the peo
ple of the United States at this time from 
the powerful monopolies of labor is more 
immediate and dangerous than any ac
tion likely to be taken by financial mo
nopolists through prices of goods. 

Tqe Kansas Legislature wrote into the 
law for the first time the power of the 
State, in the case of a labor dispute, to 
take over and operate the industry af
fected. The Kansas industrial court 
law contains the following provisions: 

If it shall appear . to the court that 
suspension, limitation, or cessation of 
the operation of any of the industries; 
employments~ public utilities, or common 
carriers affected by this act will seriously 
affect the public welfare by endanger.ing 
public peace- or the public health, first, 
the court shall take proper proceedings 
in any court to take over control and di
rect operation of aiiy industry, employ
ment, public utility, or common carrier; 

Second, a fair return and fair com
pensation shall be paid to the owner of 
the industry, public utility, employment, 
or ·common carrier; 

Third, a fair wage will be paid workers 
during time of such operation. 

It is interesting to note· that the policy 
first declared by Kansas, as to the use of 
powers of government for the protection 
of th~ health and welfare of the people, 
set the pattern which is being followed 
now. 

The War Labor Disputes Act, the so
called Smith-Connally Act, clothes the 
President with certain authority. That 
authority of the President runs parallel 
to the authority which the.St:;tte of Kan
sas wrote into the law 25 or 26 years ago. 
This is what the President may -do: 

Whenever the President finds an inter
ruption in the operation of any plant, 
mine, or facility, as a result of a strike 
or o·ther labor disturbance, impedes the 
war effort, he shall have authority to-:
. First. Take over any plant, mine, or 
facility equipped for the manufacture, 
production, or mining of an¥ article re
quired for the war effort, or which may 
be useful in connection therewith. 

Second. Whenever . any plant or mine 
or facility h·as been so taken because of 
strike, lock-out, or other cause, it shall 
be returned to the . owner as soon as 
practicable. 

Third. Such plant shall be operated 
under the terms and conditions of em
ployment in effect at the time it was 
taken over by the Government. 

Fourth. It shall be unlawful · for any 
person to coerce, instigate, induce, con
spire with, or encourage any person to 
interfere by lock-out, strike, slow-down, 
or other interruption, wi~h the opera
tion of such plant, mine, or facility 
while operated by the Government. It 
imposes a fine of $5,000, 1 year imprison
ment, or both, for failure to comply with 
this provisio~ 

Fifth. The employees are given the 
right to apply to the National War Labor 
Board for · a wage change in any plant, 
mine, or facility operated by the Gov
ernment. 

Sixth. The President's authority under 
this act shall end when the war is o:tn
cially terminated. 

An amendment offered by the Senator 
from lllinois [Mr. LucAs] substantially 
follows the pattern of the War Labor 
Disputes Act as concerns the policy · to 
be followed by the President in these 
emergencies. 

The threat of disaster to the people 
of the United States through strikes 
being threatened or being carried on by 
monopolistic labor unions in coal pro
·duction and transportation has so stirred 
the people of the United States that the 
attention of all classes of citizens is be
ing centered on the problel:ll. Dr. Sum
ner H. Slichter, Lamont professor at 
Harvard University, is one of the out
standing labor economists of the United 
States, and has. served as an arbitrator 
in numerous labor-management dis
putes. In the Christian Science Monitor 
of May 20, Dr. Stichter writes ~t length 
about this situation and urges that a 
bill of rights be written for the public. 

I now quote the suggestions of Dr. 
Slichter for the handling of disputes in 
transportation, public utilities, and var
ious essential services. I invite espe-

cial attention to these points coming 
from a man who is an authority, if any
one can be called an authority on this 
subject: 

The Government's policy should be based 
upon a declaration of rights of the commu
nity-a public bill of rights. 

This declaration should assert the right of 
. the community to an adequate supply o~ 

essential services and commodities. It 
should place upon the President (or in the 
case of State legislation, the governor) the 
duty to declare . that a public emergency 

·exists when a threatened or an actual inter
ruption to production 'so seriously limits or 
threatens to limit the output of essential 
goods and services as to imperil the public 
he'alth, the public safety, or 'the general 
welfare. 

The declaration should provide that, after 
the Executive has found that a public emer
gency has been created by a strike or thr~at 
of strike or by a lockout, work shall continue 
under the terms of the previous contract 
until new conditions of employment have 
been determined. The union shall be re
quired to rescind any strike orders which it 
has issued and · to order back to work any 
of its members who fail to live up to their 
obligations under the extended contract. 
Union members who fail to obey the return
to-work order or union officials who refuse 
to rescind strike orders or to order men to 
resume work shall be disciplined by the union 
in accordance with its laws-in the same way 
that the union ordinarily disciplines mem
bers who violate its rules. 

A union which fails to order its members 
back to work or which fails to discipline the 
members who violate its orders may be re
quired by the National Labor Relations 
Board to show cause why it should not be· 
deprived of its bargaining rights in the 
affected plants until such time as it shows 
that it has ·become a responsible organiza-: 
tion. Similar obligations shall apply to em-. 
players in case the interruption to essential 
production .is caused by lockout. 

The finding ~hat a stri~e or shutdown 
would imperil the public health, safety, or 
general welfare shall make any strike or 
lockout illegal. All picketing in support of 
strikes which imperil the public interest 
shall be forbidden and likewise all payment 
of strike benefits, the holding of strike meet
ings, and other activities desig:qed to pro
mote the continuation of the illegal shut-. 
down. These prohibitions shall be supported 
with suitable penalties. 

The parties shall be given three options for 
settling the dispute. In the ·first place, they 
may agree between themselves to continue 
negotiations in their own way. · In the sec
ond place, they may agree to ' submit the 
unresolved issues to arbitrators selected by 
themselves. If they are unwilling or unable 
to use either of these two procedures, pro·
visions should be made to submit the dis
pute to other arbitrators. 

CONCLUSION 

Seldom if ever has public indignation 
been aroused to its present pitch. The 
generai public vigorously and vocally re
sents the effects of the coal strike and 
the threatened railroad strike upon 
the public welfare. The overwhelming 
majority of the people of the United 
States are demanding action by the Con
gress in no uncertain tones. It has been 
and will continue to be urged that the 
Congress should not undertake to write 
important legislation when public senti
ment is running strongly, as at this time. 
I grant that argument has some force, 
but the difficulty is that most of the men 
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who urge· that poi-nt of view upon us are 
unwilling to have these matters given 
fair consideration when the public pulse 
is normal. 

This is really the first time in my serv
ice in the Senate when there seems to be 
a reasonable .possibility of obtaining 
mildly effective labor legislation urgently 
needed. The reason this is now possible . 
is precisely the fact that an outraged 
public is .demanding action. · 

Even now, whatever we do is under the 
shadow of a possible Presidential veto. 
I am prepared for that. That is nothing 
new coming· from the Chief Executive's 
office. · 

Fair and reasonable legislation pro
tecting the public welfare in these labor 
disputes is long overdue. The duty of 
the Senate is to me clear. My feeling is 
best expressed by a motto on the walls of 
the State Capitol at Jefferson City, Mo. 
This motto reads: "Let the safety of the 
public be the supreme law.'' _ 

Thz President of the United States is 
a citizen of Missouri. I earnestly and 
respectfully invite the attention of Presi
dent Truman to the soundness of that 
declaration which ornaments the walls 
of the Capitol of his home State of Mis
souri. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States submitting nomi
nations were communicated to the Sen
ate by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ment of the Senate to the bill <H. R: 
3370) to provide assistance to the States 
in the establishment, maintenance, op
eration, and expansion of school-lunch 
programs, and for other purposes. 

The m~ssage also announced that the 
House had passed a joint resolution <H. J. 
Res. 305) providing for membership and 
part~cipation by the United States in the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific, 
and Cultural Organization, and author
izing an appropriation tharefor, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. · 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message fur1lher announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the Acting President pro 
tempore: 

S . 203 . An act for the relief of Margery 
Anderson Bridges; 

S . 875. An act for the relief of Mercy Duke 
Boehl; 

S. 1201. An act for the relief of Arthur F. 
Downs; · 

S . 1563. An act for the relief of Ferris 
Ruzgles; 

S. 1604. An act for the relief of Leo Stuhr; 
S . 1916. An act to aut horize the Secretary 

of State to transfer certain silver candelabr a 
to May Morgan Beal; and 

S . 1932. An act conferring jurisdiction upon 
the United Stat es Dist rict Court for the East
ern District of South Carolina to hear, de
termine, and render judgment upon the claim 
of the board of trustees of the Saunders Me
morial Hospital. 

HOUSE -!OINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 305) 
providing for membership and partici
pation by the United States in the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific,- and Cul
tural Organization, and authorizing. an 
appropriation therefor, was read twice 
by its title and referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill <H. R. 4908) to provide addi
tional fac'ilities for the mediation of 
labor disputes, and for other purpo.ses. 

The ACTtNG PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD] as modified. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss the pending amendment. Be
fore discussing it, however, I wish to 
make some general observations with re
gard to the labor situation which today 
confronts the country. 

Certainly, no one can challenge my 
remarks· on ·the ground that I am not 
friendly to the legitimate rights of labor; 
and I am perfectly willing to let tl}e rec
ord speak for itself as to whether or not 
I have been fair to the legitimate rights 
of industry. I think we should recog
nize that this is an exceedingly dark 
hour in the history of our country. I 
believe, also, that we should recognize 
that today there sits in the White House 
a man who is burdened with tremendous 
responsibility and has a grave duty to 
perform. I have no question in my mind 
as to his ability to perform such duty. I 
have been critical of the President with 
reference to some of the positions which 
he has taken in regard to handling the 
labor situation. I shall probably be criti
cal of him again if I find myself. in dis
agreement with him. Nevertheless, I 
think we should all recognize that when 
our country fac~s the type of crisis which 
confronts it today, the President of the 
United States is entitled to complete 
unity on the part of the American peo
ple in sustaining his hand and seeing to 
it that the productive forces of the Na
tion are not brought .to a stop because 
of major labor difficulties which seem to 
be speeding toward a complete blockage 
of our productive Ufe. ' 

I have confidence that, in an hour of 
crisis, the President of the United States 
will see to it that any group, be it labor 
or industry, will be made to understand. 
When a labor · crisis such as the present 
one confronts us there comes a test as to 
whether or not we still nave a Government 
of one law and one fiag, which applies 
equal justic.e to all. I believe that test 
must be met ·in America today. I do not 
believe-and I say this as a friend qf 
labor-that any combination of labor 
forces has· any right to bring about the 
great injury which will be inflicted upon 
the people of this Nation if, in fact, the 
miners fail to work the mines under 
Government ·seizure, with the American 
fiag flying over them. Likewise, I say. 
to the American railroad workers, or to 
those who may be involved in a railroad 
strike, should one take place, that they 
will neither serve the interests of organ
ized labor nor the interests of their coun
try if they proceed with a stoppage of 

the transportation facilities of the Na
tion because of whatever differences may 
now exist between them and the car., 
riers. Those differences are relatively 
small as- cor~pared with the diffe.rences 
which existed when the d~spute first 
arose. 

Mr. President, the test of Government 
by law will have to be m..ade. The public 
has the right to serve notice on American 
labor that it must be reasonable in an 
hour of great national crisis. Labor must 
demonstrate that it is willing to support 
what I have so consistently argued for, 
namely, the application of the principles 
of voluntarism on the basis of which -all 
our democratic rights in the last analysis 
really rest in the settlement of the social 
and economic problems which are in
volved in these disputes. · 
• Mr. President, do I deny the · right of 
free workers to strike? No, but I do 
deny the right of any group of Americans 
to abuse an'y precious right which they 
are allowed to exercise under our form of 
Government. I do deny their right to 
turn a great freedom into a rcense in an 
hour as dark as is the present hour, and 
especially when they know, I know, and 
all who study the situation know, that it 
is not difficult for reasonable men , who 
want to be fair to sit down and settle the 
issues in dispute by Lpplying the pre
cious principles of voluntarism without 
resort to methods which would throttle 
the economic life ·of the country. They 
cannot justify the use of econom,ic action 
as a weapon to force settlements in ac
cordance with the dictates of the strikers 
and their leaders when the result of such 
action will endanger the public welfare. 

The right to strike is. like all rights, a 
relative right. The right to strike is not 
an absolute right in the sense. that it can 
be exercised against the welfare of the 
people, as a people, or against the secu
rity of the Nation. At the present time, 
the exercise of the right to strike on the 
part of the railroad workers , and the 
exercise of the right to strike by the 
miners, is clearly not in the public or 
governmental · interest. The Govern
ment has demonstrated in the days past 
its willingness to do everything which it 
can do to work out a solution on a coop
erative basis with the parties and in ac
cordance with principles of voluntarism 
so important to the future welfare of 
organized labor. The workers and their 
leaders 'involved on both sides of the dis
pute owe it to the people of the country 
to stop these strikes and compromise 
their differences quickly. 

Mr. President, I have no hesitancy in 
saying that if, in the next few hours, the 
economic ·life of the Nation is brought to 
a halt, the issue of whether or not the 
Government of the United States is sub
servient to organized labor must be 
squarely met. -
. So far as I am concerned, as a mem
ber of the · oppositicn party, and as a 
Member of the Senate, who has been 
heard to criticize the President of the 
United States in times past, in meeting 
this issue the President will have my 
wholehearted support and cooperation. 
I believe that if labor. continues to follow 
a course of action which impels it to turn 
its back on the precious principles of 
voluntarism to the ext€nt that it has 
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been turning its back on them in recent 
weeks, it will" sell itself short. It will not 
be sold short solely by the hysteria and 
panic in the form of proposed antilabor 
legislation which is now sweeping the 
country, and which I shall vote against. 
Labor will have to assume its share of 
responsibility for its loss of public 
standing. Antilabor legislation· will not 
solve the problem. The problem will be 
solved only if the leaders of labor, the 
rank and file of labor, the leaders of in
dustry, and tl)e rank and file of the busi
nessmen recognize that our economic 
system, so precious and necessary to their 
standards of living, depends for its per
petuation upon their exercising some in
dustrial statesmanship during this dark 
hour. It will not be solved until they 
recognize that in all disputes there must 
be some give as well as some take and 
that the one objective which should be 
uppermost in the minds of all is that of 
fulfilling their .great obligation and re
sponsibility to the general welfare. If 
they would resort, as it is their public 
duty to resort, to the peaceful procedures 
-of voluntarism, for which I have con
sistently pleaded for many years, labor 
could save its great legitimate gains of 
the past few years and the employers 
could save much of what they other
wise, in my judgment, are going to lose. 
The alternative is perfectly clear: We 
cannot permit as a Government uncon
trolled economic warfare to sweep this 
land to the detriment of the public in
terest. The President must act and we 
must back him up from the beginning to 
the end of this emergency. 

As I have said before, I shall not hesi
tate in such a crisis to take the position 
that all the forces of democratic govern
ment necessary to meet such a challenge 
to government must be exercised. It may 
be that such a showdown, which ought to 
be avoided and I think could be avoided, 
may not be avoided; it may be that we 
have got to have this test behind us once 
and for a.ll, and I trust that the President 
of the United States will never hesitate
and I ·believe he will not-to meet that 
test. . 

We speak about the need for a United 
Nations, the need for men to sit down 
around an international table and settle 
by rules of reason rather than the jungle 
law of war the great international issues 
that are threatening-and the storm 
clouds are already clearly rising on the 
international horizon-the future peace 
and security of mankind. American la
bor has indicated in endorsement after 
endorsement that it favors that approach 
to the settlement of international dis
putes. Great American industry has like
wise indicated similar approval. I say, 
Mr. President, that American labor and 
American industry must now demon
strate that they will apply the same prin
ciple. in the settlement of economic war-

1 fare now confronting the Nation. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 

will the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. MORSE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. Of course, I to

tally agree with the statement just made 
by the Senator, and it was th,e reason 
which inspired me to suggest the labor- -' 
management conference last year, which 
was built upon the exact analogy to which · 

the Senator refers. I should like to ask 
the Senator's views as to why that con
ference failed and what is necessary in 
order to make a subsequent experiment 
of the same general nature succeed? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen
ator does me honor to think that I could 
even suggest why it failed. I do not 
know all the reasons why it failed, and 
it is probably presumptuous of me even 
to suggest any reason; but I have made a 
suggestion in the past which I am pleased 
to repeat now. I think one of the rea
sons why the labor-management confer
ence failed was that it met to work out 
the ways and means of handling the 
labor problem of a reconversion period, 
which period involved a war economy; 
that, so far as our economy is concerned 
we were very much at war at the time 
the conference met, we are still living in a 
·war economy, and we are really going to 
continue to live in a war economy unt.il 
our reconver-sion problems are solved. 
We are going to live in a war economy so 
long as the Government has to exercise 
the drastic controls, which I believe it 
must exercise for a period longer, over 
the economic life of this Nation; and 
that, therefore, while the labor-manage
ment conference met the Government 
too should have met with labor and man
agement. . The .fact is the Government 
did not do so. It called the conference; 
appropriate speeches were made for con
vening it, but understandably, though I 
think mistakenly, the Government took 
the position a.bout labor problems: "Now, 
management and labor, that is your 
problem, you work out the solution of'it." 
They could not work it out, in my judg
ment, until they knew what the Gov
ernment's economic policy was going to 
be. · American industry could not deter
mine the . position it would take on 
labor issues until it knew what' its price 
structure was going to be, until it knew 
what machinery· was going to be made 
available to industry to adjust, so far as 
governmental controls were concerned, 
its ability to pay whatever additional 
benefits would have to be given to Amer
ican labor as the result of any agreement 
that might be reached. 

I talked to. quite a number of man
agement representatives at that confer
ence and each one · of them told me he 
felt that the conference could have gone 
much further in reaching · some agree
ment if there could have been certainty 
as to what the governmental economic 
policy was going to be. So, I have said 
several times that I think it was unfor
tunate that in effect the Government 
walked out on that conference. I think 
the motives of the Government officials 
were of the best, namely labor and man
agement had talked about free collective 
bargaining so much and about settling 
differences by peaceful procedures that 
it decided to give them an opportunity to 
do it. However, the Government over
looked the economic fact that free col
lective bargaining in its true sense can
not take place in a war economy where 
labor controls and ecomonic controls 
have to be exercised. There was no more 
chance of free collective bargaining in its 
true sense operating during the reconver
sion period than .there was a chance of 
free collective bargaining working during 

the war period, and it did not. We had to 
set up a War Labor Board, and in in
stance after instance it became a substi
tute for free collective bargaining. That 
is one of the great dangers I have tried 
constantly to point out of having labor 
disputes settled by the Government 
rather than by the parties to the dispute. 
So long as the Government has to exer
cise great controls over our economy it 
still maintains, it cannot walk out on its 
obligations as one of the three parties to 
every great industrial-relations problem 
which has confronted us during the re
conversion period. 

I think there were other reasons, too, 
why the labor-management conference 
failed. I speak only of a minority of 
Americap industry, I am sure, but I think 
I know too much about · the inside of 
American industrial relations not to 
recognize that there are still powerful 
industrial interests which have not rec
onciled themselves to the fact that or
ganized labor is here to stay. They re
fuse to admit that organized labor has 
legitimate rights, and that the best in
terests of American labor as a whole will 
not be served if any employer group suc
ceeds in weakening or breaking unions. 

I do not think one can study the rec
ord of the labor-management conference 
without realizing that there was an in
dication on the part of some, because of 
the growing feeling of the public against 
certain labor abuses. for whi.ch I hold no 
brief, that the time was about ripe to 
make a cleaning on labor. I think that 
is one reason why the conference failed. 

There was a third reason, I may say 
to my good friend the Senator from 
Michigan, and that was the quest for 
power within the house of labor, the lack 
of unity among labor leaders. Sincere 
and honest differences in labor objectives 
and great differences in union policy and 
methods are hampering the development 
of a sound labor program. We cannot 
analyze the present American labor situ
ation without recognizing that today one 

. of t.he basic causes of much unrest with
in the ranks of organized labor is the 
competing drives for power and labor 
control. 

Labor knows it, and labor is the only 
force that can remedy the situation. It 
is beyond my comprehension that labor 
leaders do not recognize-and show their 
recognition by action-that they cannot 
continue their competitive drives for 
power, their great jurisdictional stuggles, 
yes, at times, the playing of one labor 
group against another, and at the same 
time maintain the public support which 
they so much need for their legitimate· 
interests. 

I think we have the right, in the in
terest of the rank-and-file workers whom 
they serve, as well as in the interest of 
the American public, to say to labor
and let me be frank about it: "Your 
friends recognize, as you do, that the so
lution of labor difficulties will never be 
found in strait-jacket legislation that 
results in the imposition of governmental 
compulsions over you. However, we can
not protect you from such legislation and 
from the great losses which we believe 
are bound to flow, not only to labor, but 
to industry and to the public, from the 
passage of such legislation, unless you 

I ' 
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are willing to agree -among· yourselves 
that your competitive ·desires will be 
settled by you in peaceful ways rather 
than by resort to economic sanction." 

Mr. President, that has to come, I 
think. If there ever was a time when a 
united union conference was needed by 
American labor it is now. I do not mean 
an amalgamation into one great union, 
but certainly American unions, I care not 
of what affiliat-ion, owe it to the workers 
whose interests, .I think, can be best 
served through unionism, to _see to it that 
their interests are not injured by public 
animosity ·to labor as labor, and to 
unionism as· unionism; because of a pub
lic opposition· to the type of jurisdictional 

· struggle that is costing the publ~c and 
labor so much. · 

Wh\}e I -am· on t~at point, ~ shall . di~ 
gress at this time to cover an item I in
tended to cover lat-er in my remarks. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
before the Senator leaves the question 
he was so frankly answering, which I 
submitted to him, let me submit a fur
ther question. I rose because I was 
challenged by the Senator's analogy be
tween ·the ·efforts to settle international 
disputes by direct negotiation ..and direct 
contact around the council ta:ble, and the 
labor-management · situation in the 
Unitecl Stafes. . - -~ , - ·: _ 

I quite agree with the Sena.tor. a_t least 
in the first reason which he submits as 
to the failure of ·the labor-management 
conference. I think that conference was 
the most important single adventure in 
the present decade in respect to domestic 
matters, ~nd that the Presid~nt of the 
United States should have sat at the 
head of the council table every hour of 
every day until he produced a · result. 

Mr. MORSE. I agree. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. And I think he 

·might have produced a result under-those 
circumstances. 

Mr. MORSE. At an -earlier date, -in a 
speech on the floor of the ·Senate,' 1 
pointed out that I thought it·was a great 
mistake that Government representa
tives were not parties to a tripartite con
ference. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. We reach the 
point now where I am asking the Sena
tor whether in his judgment his analogy 
still has application. Is there still an 
opportunity, in his view, for a meeting 
of minds between labor and manage
ment under Government direction? Is 
there still an opportunity for that sort of 
a free and traditional American met.hod 
of settling labor controversies? Or have 
we reached the point where · nothing is 
left except dictation of the answer by 
the Government? 

Mr. MORSE. I think that opportunity 
will never die so long as we retain our 
American economic system because, no 
matter what wars ensue on the economic 
front, I am convinced that in the .last 
analysis those engaged in them will have 
-to learn the lesson-and I speak-of both 
industry and labor-that their only final 
solution, and their only way of avoiding 
great losses, is a return to the joint and 
mutual c'onference table, where they can 
work out the application by the laws of 
reason and peaceful procedures for the. 
settlement of their ·disputes short of gov- · 
ernmental compulsions. But apparently 

we are about to confront ~ great emer- ing for the abolition of the Board imme
geney in which, as I said earlier in my diat.ely· after VJ-day, tell me privately, 
remarks, Government itself will be "Wayne, it was a great mistake.~· We 
tested, and during that emergency, and still needed it. No substitute was pro
for that emergency only-and I have said vided for it, with the result that catch7 
this before I came to the Senate, and I as-catch-can prevailed after VJ-day as 
indicated it very clearly the other day the policy to be applied in settling labor 
in my remarks on the floor of the Sen- disputes. 
ate-we must look upori all these so- I think the labor-management confer
called fundamental rights as being not ence ·should have recommended the con
absolute but relative only. They must tinuation of the machinery_that had been 
give way in time of national crisis to the .set up for exercising judgment on labor 
national welfare. So, during the emer- .disputes during the war pending the 
gency, until reason again is enthroned time of the return of economic conditions 
in the heads of American labor and in- under which we would be free of the dan
dustry, I think the Government will have ger of inflation. Such a proposal was 
to use emergency compulsions. But I do vital to the welfare of labor and all the 
not want to see passed such legislation -rest of us. Pending such time, the con
as is now pending before the S~mate as ference should have come forward with 
long-term legislation, because I say tpat a recommendation that the labor dis
the. imposition of any type of blanket putes settlement machinery be reestab
compulsion for a long-time period will lished. 
destroy the very economic system that As I said earlier in my remarks, I have 
American industry and American labor criticized the President for some of the 
depend upon for maintaining tpe Ameri- things he has done in the field of labor 
can standard of living and our economic relations since VJ-day, and I think that 
system: _ _ . . . is one example of a mistake in judgment 

-· I wish to add one more reason wb.y I -· ·.which he m.ade, but it was an honest mis
think: the· labor-management confer- take: And· how many of :Us are not guilty 
.ence failed. It is really supplementary c-f frequent honest mistakes in judg
to a reason I b.ave already given. I men- ment? After all, the Pr~sident 'was ad
tioned the fact that during the_war .ther_e .visecj by many individuals that the course 
could Q.Ot be collective bargaining in it~ of action which he followed was the 
true sense; that the '"no strike, no lock- proper course to pursue. I think he was 
out" agreement was not an ·agreement .advised by some wtio should have known 
which restricted itself merely to strikes better. But I think·if we could have re
and lock-outs. :it accomplished m~ch tained some of the machinery,.in view of 
more; its implications were much broad- the fact that we have to keep economic 
er than that. As the result of that great ' controls in effect until there is a balanc
agreement entered into between labor ing of purchasing power with supply of 
and management, and contrary to all the goods, much would have been done to 
misleading and false charges about the prevent some cf these labor troubles. 
effectiv-eness of it, the "no strike, no My labor frientls completely disagree 
lock-out" agreement was a monumental with me on the next observation I am 
s_qccess during the war. There were vi- about to .make. Yet, as.I have told them, 
olations 'of it, and there will always be that part of the drive for what has eco
violations of agreements of that type, nomically resulted in inflationary wage 
because people are human, and when increases must, in my judgment, be con
they are angry, when they feel that they sidered in the light also of the. great ju
have been provoked into an unfai-r situ- risdictional struggle within labqr and the 
ation, they sometimes act impulsively. drive for power within labor. There 
So we had 'impulsive strikes during the can be no doubt that wage adjustments 
war. But by and large the success of needed to be made after 'VJ-day. _ There 
the "no strike, no lock-out" agreement can be no doubt -that the tremendous loss 
will go down in American labor history of take-home pay which large numbers of 
as a magnificent tribute to the patriotism American workers suffered immediately 
of American workers and labor leaders after VJ-day was not only injurious to 
and American industry. the economic welfare of labor, it ;was in-

But what did we do after VJ-da'y? I jurious to the economic welfare of all of 
. tpink a great mistake in judgment was us, every man, woman, and child, because, 

made. I believe we should have con- I think, it is pretty clear economicallY 
tinued the procedures that had been -that unless American workers, American· 
-built up during the war for the settle- farmers, and American consumers gen-
. ment of labor disputes. · In my opinion, erally can maintain a relatively high pur-
the machinery of the War Labor Board chasing power, the value of the Ameri
should have been continued during the can dollar will be seriously affected. I 
reconver-sion period. I say that because refer to inflation, which can take a vari
of the effectiveness of its program, which ety of forms. There will be the effect of 
had penetrated into practically every inflation if, to any marked degree, there 
community of any size in this country. is deflation in the purchasing power of 
After V J -day it still was the · greatest American consumers, including the three 
stabilizer of industrial relations in our great classes, labor, farmers, and the 
Nation. It had not yet served its full people generally. There can be no 
-purpose. There was still a great job doubt that after VJ-day labor was justi
for it to do. Certainly it had its critics. fied in its endeavor to work out some 

Labor and industry wanted a modifi- .adjustment for the loss it was suffering in 
cation of this policy and a modification its take-home pay becaus'e of the great 
of that policy, ·and demanded that the cut-back in war production and the re
-Board be eliminated as soon as possible; ' -duction in its pay envelopes. But -there 
yet it has been interesting to me to note ·again is where _ the Government had a 
that some of the very men who were cry- · responsibility to industry, to labor, and 
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to the Nation as a whole. · I have said: 
before that I think it was unfortunate 
that the impression was given that at 
least a large part of the wage demand 
which labor was makfng could be met 
within existing price structures. I have 
not· made an exhaustive study of the 
question in· the sense that I feel that I 
could g-ive any finality of opinion on it, 
but I have studied it, and I have yet to 
see any evidence which shows that any 

· substantial increase in real wages
which, after all, are the only wage in
creases which amount to anything so far 
as the interest of labor is concerned
could be made without considerable ad-

. justment in price structures. 
I do not take the position-in fact, I 

think it was such an absurC: fallacy that 
it was ridiculous-which was taken by 
the president of General Motors in his 
testimony before the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. The recO!'d will 
speak for itself. He testified that what
ever increase was given to labor in the 
way 'Of a wage increase,' a corresponding 
increase had to be made in prices. It 
simply was not true. Other American in:
dustrialists tried to take that position, 
and I thought that to too great a degree 
they were allowed to get by with it. 
They confessed a great human frailty, 
namely greed. 

But the point I wish to make is that,1 
. to the extent that labor obtained wage 

adjustments which will not prove to be 
increase·s in real wages, those increases in 
wages will prove to be inflationary in' 
fact. That is wl'ly, in those weeks, I was 
found arguing and pleading that the 
wage cases be not settled on the basis 
of horse-trading tactics. I know how' 
such tactics work in labor relations; I 
know something about compromising 
procedure in the settlement of labor dis
putes. There is a place for it. But 
there is· no place for it-and I speak 
advisedly-when the ' public interest is 
involved. 

In these great labor cases, the public 
interest was at all times involved be
cause, for the reasons which I heretofore 
stated, the Government in fact, al
though not in participation, was orie of 
the three parties to those disputes. 
Hence, mediation was not the solution. 
Collective bargaining was not the 
solution unless the Government would 
make collective bargaining possible by 
giVing the parties around the bargaining 
table a clear-cut, unequivocal statement 
as to what the Government's position 
would be so far· as the price structure in-· 
volved in those disputes was concerned. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. Just one further word, 
and then I shall be glad to yield. 

I took the position tha't if we wanted 
those disputes settled, not on the basis 
of horse trading, not on the basis of 
compromise without thought of the pub
lic int erest; if we wanted them settled so 
that the wage increases to which I think 
labor was ent]tled for the reasons stated 
could be granted, then there was only one 
Way to settle them, and that was on the 
basis of objective data which could be 
presented to fair and impartial minds by 
labor, by industry, and by the · Govern-

ment, in the judicial atmosphere of a vol
untary arbitration. 

I know the s·tock objections which can 
be raised to such a policy. It is said that 
the parties might not have confidence in 
the arbitrator. I have said before, and 
I now repeat, that it is a sad day in Amer
ica if we cannot have confidence in the 
President of the United States, in such 
critical disputes as · have plagued the 
country in recent months, to appdint 
fair-minded meri to arbitrate a fair set
tlement. I have confidence in him; and I 
say that there is not an American em
ployer, an American labor-union leader, 
or anyone else, who can justify ·express
in,g any lack of confidence in Harry Tru
man to appoint fair men to arbitrate such 
disputes. 

· After all, there is a place for politics, 
there is a place for political criticism, 
there is a place for honest differences of 
cpinion between those of us on this side 
of the aisle and those on the other side 
of the aisle, but there is no place for them 
when the chips are down, as they are 
down today. There is no place for poli
tics in the face of such a serious national 
crisis as exists .in America today. 

So, I say that I think the way the dis
putes should have been sett.led, in order to 
get for labor the increase in real wages 
to which I think it was entitled, was on 
the basis of the facts and the evidence, 
not on the basis of exhibitions of eco
nomic power either-on the part of Gen
eral Motors, the steel industry, the coal 
operators, the electrical employers, or the 
unions involved in those industries. 
There was a duty on the part of the Gov
ernment to come forwa.rd and insist on 
seeing to it that the evidence was ·pre- 
sented so that a judicial determination 
could be rendered. 

Let no one think for a moment that 
I am not perfectly aware of all the types 
of misrepresentation and misunder
standing that can be woven around the 
remarks which I am making here -today. 
I speak as a friend of labor and of in
dustry when I say to them that in an eco
nomic period in our history when it is· 
absolutely impossible to have free collec
tive bargaining in the sense we ordinarily 

· know it, the kind of collective bargaining 
to which we must return just. as soon as 
we get away from the ··danger of infla
tion, labor disputes cannot be settled 
rightly in their own interest or in the 
interest' of their country by resort to . 
horse-trading tactics, compromises, or 
the exercise of economic threat and 
force. · Arbitrary formula, ~uch as the 
18% cents per hour, have little relation 
to the facts of differing cases. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. SMITH. I congratulate. my dis

tinguished colleague on what to me is one 
of the most illuminating and best 
thought-out analyses of this whole sit
uation. Let me ask the Senator a ques
tion. ·Am I to draw the inference from 
his remarks that when the moment 
comes when governmental controls cari 
be removed from our economic life
price fixing, and so forth-at that stage 
of the game the management-labor con
ference advocated by the- distinguished 

Senator from Michigan could go on with
. out Government participation? Or shall 
we always need Government participa
tion in such conferences? 

Mr. MORSE. I believe that when we 
return to an economic period in which 
the Government is out of the picture so 
far as controls are concerned, the Gov~ 
ernment should be out of the picture so 
far as participating in such conference.$ 
is concJrned. Let me say to my good 
friend from New Jersey that as one who 
fears governmental dictation over the 
relationships of free men entering into 
collective bargaining agreements-and I 
cannot tell the Senator how greatly I 
fear it-! will be the first to insist upon 
the elimination of all controls as soon 
as I can be satisfied that it is safe for 
our economy to release such controls 

I do not intend to become involved in 
an OPA debate .here today, but the OPA 
illustrates my point. With all its 
abuses:._and ·I shall continue to fight to 
eliminate its abuses-! take the posi- ~ 
tiori that until we can get a balance be
tween supply of goods and purchasing 
power, we must exercise OPA control, 
However, so long as we exercise that 
type of control over labor, such controls 
impinge upon the freedom of labor and 
of employers, too. · Labor, I think, is 
fairly well united in favor of OPA con
trol. But too few of labor's leaders have 
recogniZed that we cannot exercise con
trols over merely one segment of what is, 
after all, an integrated and united econ
omy, without during the same period of 
time exercising some controls over other 
segments. The tendency to like controls 
except when our own toes are stepped on, 

,the habit in this country of liking to pass 
the buck to others, but to keep ourselves 
free of restrictions, is one of ' the reasons 
why, in my judgment, in these days we 
are having so much difficulty in trying to 
work out what I am pleading for today
namely, a rational settlement of labor dis
putes, short of econcmic force and threat. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a comment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoEY · 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Oregon yield to the Senator from New 
Jersey? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. SMITH. I Wish to thank the 

Senator for his statement. It is in accord 
with my own thinking on this subject, 
namely, that the problem is greatly com
plicated by the present war controls 
which we have to continue, and that be
cause of those controls the Government 
vety distinctly has a place in the con
ference. 

I think the Senator also is correct in 
saying that when the controls can be re
moved and when we can resume a nor
mal economic manner of living, then 
lab.or and management will be able to 
solve these problems themselves without 
superimposed Government control. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Oregon 

does not mean, does -he, that he would 
be in favor of repealing the Wagner Act 
as it relates to relations between employ
ers and employees? 
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Mr. MORSE. No. , 
Mr. TAFT. It seems to me that that 

· is a field in which we should legislate, 
and I see no reason why· we should not 
legislate in regard to it now, as well as 
at some other time. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
discuss at a later time, although I shall 
mention several of them before I con
clude today, some of my suggestions in 
regard to legislation. But I say to my 
good friend the Senator from Ohio that, 
of course, the Wagner Act was long over
due. The unfair employer practices the 
Wagner Act sought to prevent, and 
which it has, I think, rather successfully 
prevented, were abuses and practices 
which needed· to be prevented. Of 
course I would not vote to repeal the 
Wagner Act. I have said before, and I 
now repeat, that the Wagner Act is not 
a perfect instrument, but it does fall in 
line with one of the basic premises of my 

_..Political philosophy, namely, that it is 
the obligation of Government to estab-

' lish minimum standards which protect 
the economic weak from the economic 
strong. That is what the Wagner Act 
was devised to do, and I think by and 
large it has done a magnificent job. 
' Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 

Senator further yield? 
Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I do not question for a 

-moment that the Wagner Act is based 
on a sound general principle. I am only 
pointing out that it seems to me the 
Senator from Oregon is departing from 
his theory that we should not in any way 
interfere with the freedom of employers 
and employees, inasmuch as we already 
have an act, and the Senator is in favor 
of retaining it, which does regulate em
ployers very extensively, and to some 
extent regulates labor unions also, al
though not to the same extent. I do 
not think the Sen a tor carries through 
the ,logic of his position when he says 
there should be complete freedom in this 
field, because there cannot be, as I see it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, there is 
nothing illogical, I think, about the posi
tion I have taken. I shall not let the 
Senator from Ohio put words in my 
mouth, because I do not think the REc
ORD will show that I have made any 
statement in favor of complete freedom 
in the field of labor relations. It is a 
field of many facets. In the phase of the 
field that involves protecting workers 
from unfair practices of employers, I 
say it is an obligation of government to 
see to it that such protection is given 
by means of legislation, and I say like
wise that there is an obligation on the 
part of government to see to it that leg
islative protection is given to employers 
from unfair practices of labor. That 
has been for many years one of the basic 
criticisms I have had of the Wagner 
Act, because not in all respects does it 
apply the same rules to both teams in 
the game. -
· I am not taking the position that no 

governmental _controls of any ,degree 
·whatsoever should be exercised over la
J:?or relations; but I am t~king the _posi
tion that in the field of collective bar
gaining, when it comes to working out 
wages and-'hours. and cqnditions of ~m-

ployment which are social and economic, 
and not primarily legal, in aspect, I do 
not wish the Government to be given the 
power to determine and dictate what 
shall be the terms of collective bargain
ing agreements. I speak as one who in 
case after case, as recorded in volume 
after volume such as the one-I hold in 
my hand, was charged with the responsi
bility of exercising just such compulsory 
controls during the war. I say it is a 
tremendous and a dangerous power to 
vest in any man in peacetime. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? ' 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I agree with the Sen-

- ator's statement, and I do not want any
thing I have said to be understood as 
conflicting with it. I agree with the 
Senator's position about not having the 
Government attempt to make or fix or 
require collective bargaining agreements. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to make one other comment, and 
then I shall address myself to the point 
which I really rose to discuss in con
nection with the pending amendment. 
An examination of the facts will disclose 
•that the coal miners are entitled now to 
have fair adjustments made in respect 
to their wages and working conditions. 

• Because out of every loss I like to find 
at least some gain, I have the feeling 
that as a result of _ this strike, at leas.t, 
the American people are being educated 
as never before into a realization of how 
much they owe the coal miners of Amer
ica. If our economy is so dependent-
and it has been demonstrated that it is 
very dependent-upon the labors of our 
coal miners, then certainly we as a people 
ought to be willing to support them and 
enable them to obtain a more decent, a 
more abundant life than they have been 
able to enjoy thus far in the history of 
the coal-mining industry. The ' point 
has already been made over and over 
again in the debate on this floor, so I 
shall not dwell upon it now, except to 
put myself <;>n record in favor of it, that 
throughout the years of our history the 
coal miners have, after all, had rather 
wretched treatment from the American 
people. 

Oh, yes, it is easy to make the operators 
scapegoats, but I certainly hold no brief 
for many of their bad labor practices. 
Any study of labor history in connection 
with the coal mining industry will show 
that the conditions to which· I refer have 
existed to · a shocking extent. I should 
like to see any Member of the Senate 
who would attempt to justify the failure 
of one s1rigle coal operator in this coun
try to give to his workers, who are en
gaged in the most hazardous of all occu
pations, the· protection to which they are 
entitled from the standpoint of health 
and safety. Some persons, perhaps, ao 
not like to hear me use the word "ex
ploitation." They think it is too negative; 
'Qut, in my judgment, and according to 
my ethical standards, no coal miner who 
has n.ot taken steps to give to his workers 
adequate health and accident proteCtion 
can escape the charge of being an ex
ploiter 'of human beings. I make that 
statement, Mr. President; because the 
coal mining ind,ustry is chiefly_ ~hara~ter-

ized ·by unsafe -working· conditions, and 
great hazards to human life. As we sit 
here today do we realize that, based upon 
past experience, during the next year -
75,000 miners, American citizens, will be 
killed, maimed, or seriously injured in 
the coal mines? The apathy of the 
American public is no excuse for permit
ting conditions of that kind to continue. 
But, .as I have said before, coal _operators 
are entitled to receive from us, the con
suming public, an income from their 
products which will be sufficiently high 
to make it possible for them to pay ade
quate wages, and afford proper working 
conditions to their employees. When the 
operators are unable to do that, I think 
they are entitled to have necessary price 
adjustments paid out of the pockets of 
the consuming public. 

In passing, Mr. President, I may say 
that my statement is-'not limited entirely 
to the coal miners. There· are other 
workers in this country who are doing 

' their share in subsidizing the average 
American citizen. The point which! wish 
to make, and which I shall make over and 
over again so long as there is any possi
bility that any syllable which I may utter 
will have any influence on the thinking 
of a single Member of thEl Sehate, is that 
we must recognize that we cannot hope 
to maintain a long-time economic sta
bility and at the same time allow any 
large segment of American labor, or any 
large segment of American consumers, or 
any-branch of American agriculture to be 
forced to live under conditions which are 
far below a decent standard of living. 
The situation to which I refer is not the -
sole cause of depressions, but one of the 
causes. When our economy gets out of 
joint in the sense that a large · segment 
of our population here,. there, and -else
where is unable to maintain the pur
chasing power necessary to support the 
people of that group on a decent level, 
the old toboggan ride toward depression 
begins. We can have a flight of pros
perity for 2 or 3 or 4 years, as I believe 
we will have, but it will not be long last
ing with large segments of our people liv
ing as the miners have to live. Many of 
our people will do some short and loose 
thinking during that short prosperity. 
They will develop myopia concerning 
the situation, and will reach the false 
conclusion that a little flurry of pros
perity means that we are on the road to 
economic bliss, but that conclusion will 
never prove to be a correct one. It is 
economically impossible for it to be cor
rect. Unless we, as a people, insist that 
our economy shall level itself off in a 
manner which will permit of an improve
ment in the working and health condi
tions of many million of American work
ers who are today serving us, we will 
be headed for another depression. Too 
many millions today .are working for in
adequate wages, and are living under 
~onditions which are a disgrace -to a land 
which claims to afford the highest stand
ards of living of any nation in the world. 
Even such comparison, true as it is, is 
no excuse for permitting the exploita~ 
tion of any group of our citizens to con
tinue. 

Mr. President, I wish to address my
self for a few minutes to ~ rather tech-
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nical point which has been raised during 
the course {)f the debate on the Byrd 
amendment. I do not say it is a material 
point, but, nevertheless, it is a point 
which I think should be answered, or to 
which an opposing point of view, at least, 
should be put into the RECORD in order 
that the RECORD will not show that the 
word "contribution," as it appears in the 
National Labor Relations Act, makes it 
unlawful for an employer to contribute 
to a health and welfare fund even though 
it is administered solely by the union. 

On that point, Mr. President, I may 
say that, so far as I am concerned, I 
prefer the type of health and welfare 
fund which is jointly administered by 
representatives of the union and repre
sentatives of the employer, or one as to 
which both sides to the collective bar
gaining agreement may have, in adminis
tering the fund, the cooperation of a 
third party such as an insurance com
pany or a Government agency. I am 
aware, also, that because of 'an interest
ing propaganda program which has been 
conducted throughout the country, some 
unfortunate public misconceptions have 
developed concerning union health and 
welfare funds. The public has been 
given the impression that if any such 
fund exists it is a tax on the American 
citizen, if the formula for obtaining 
money for the fund happens to be one 
that· relates to the units of production 
ratherthan ·anagreement for an out-and
out lump-sum contribution by the em~ 
ployer. I do not share that view, Mr. 
President. Of course, health and welfare 
funds can give rise to abuse in adminis
tratiQn; it is true that a health and wel
fare fund could be . used, it there were 
dishonest union administration, for bad 
purposes; but so can the funds of most 
human institutions, because people are 
human. Yet I am at a little loss, Mr. 
President, to understand the thinking of 
some people who criticize unions as being 
mere dues-collecting organizations that 
provide, say some of the critics, no serv
ices for their membership, and are merely 
organizations the leaders of which, play
ing union politics, are enabled to amass 
unto themselves not only political power 
but great financial power. That is an 
unwarranted slander and "libel against 
American organized labor. 

It is easy to pick out an abuse here 
and there, to find that some labor leader 
has not lived up to the great and sacred 
obligations and trusts of his position, 
and, because of his mistake, draw the 
conclusion that all labor is bad, all union 
officials are corrupt, and all objectives 
of labor unworthy. I might dwell on the 
point of what would happen if the same 
principle were applied to members of the 
cloth, who sometimes fail to live up to 
their trust, or members of industry or 
of any other class. The truth is that 
when the hysterical critics of organized 
labor are asked to present a bill of par
ticulars, to come forward with a specific 
indictment, to name names and give spe- · 
cific instances, the transgressions they 
can point to are relatively few compared 
to the great mass of workers and labor 
leaders and the great number of in
stances in which organized labor and its 
leaders have more than lived up to their 
trusts and their obligations. 

Take, for example, the question of ·vio
lation of contracts. ' To read the state~ 
ments of some employers arid some em ... 
ployers' associations, who are very anx
ious to carry on an antilabor drive, it 
might be thought that no union ever lived 
up to its contracts. I am willing to say 
here and now, Mr. President, that an
nually more than 99 per cent of the col
lective-bargaining agreements entered 
into between organized labor and em
ployers are carried out without viola
tion. That is a pretty good record, if 
true, and I am satisfied that it is true, 
and I am willing to offer any one an 
opportunity to disprove it. Think of the 
thousands and thousands of collective 
bargaining agreements which are carried 
out honestly and faithfully day after 
day! In spite of the many misunder
standings under them, that develop dur
ing the course of a year, nevertheless 
they are lived up to to the letter in an 
overwhelming majority of the cases. 

I do not hold any particular brief for 
John Lewis. I suppose that probably I 
am in the position, Mr. President, of hav
ing clashed with him more than· any 
other Member of this body. I have had 
vigorous differences of opinion with him 
as to some of his procedures, but one 
thing that has to be admitted is that he 
has lived up to his contracts. Yet one 

· would think as he listens to this agitation 
to impose what I believe are some very 
unwise restrictions in the form of gov
ernmental compulsion upon labor, that 
Lewis never lived up to a contract in his 
life. The coal operators cannot offer a 
better record of abiding by contracts. 

I mention it, Mr. President, only be
cause I think it important in this dis
cussion that we get beyond personalities. 
We should stop trying to do something 
in order to discipline a particular labor 
leader. My position would be the same 
in this field of labor relations if an at
tempt were made to discipline an em
ployer because someone · finds himself in 
great disagreement with the policy of 
the ·employer. We must get down, it 
seems to me, to a discussion of the funda
mental issues involved in the settle
ment of labor disputes on a long-time 
basis by way of peaceful procedures. 

That is why I joined the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] in intro_. 
ducing the other day a revised resolu
tion, which is now pending before the 
Senate, and which proposes to create 
a special subcommittee of the Commit
tee on Education and Labor of the Sen
ate, with full investigatory powers of the 
Senate to proceed ~n the months ahead 
to make investigation-of what. To. 
make an investigation of all the facets of 
the · labor~relations problems that are 
plaguing this country, including, says 
the resolution, ·union and employer prac
tices and policies. 

When I introduced it I was criticized 
in the press, by a Member of this body, 
if he was correctly quoted, as trying to 
stall labor legislation. The criticism was 
unwarranted, and I am sure would not 
have been made had the critic even taken 
the time to read my remarks in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD, Jor I have tried to 
make it clear that I am perfectly satisfied 
that nothing can stop the Senate in the 

days immediately ahead from making 
some grievous mistakes in the field of la
bor legislation. The handwriting is as 
clear on the wall as it possibly can be. 
But the legislation which will be passed 
will not solve the problem. It will create 
new problems; and after we get through 
with it and the legislation is passed, we 
will need as never before a bodY· of objec
tive data and indisputable facts and evi
dence as to what the conditions are in the 
relations between employer and labor in 
this country. On the basis of such a 
study I think in the next session of Con
gress we could sit down and in the calm
ness of rational deliberation repeal some 
of the legislation which I think will be 
passed in the next few days, and enact 
other legislation which will make really · 
possible the protection of the principles 
for which I have been heard to plead so 
frequently. Unless we do that I think 
we are headed for more, rather than less 
labor trouble in this country. L3.bor will 
never submit to legislation that is unjust, 
unfair, and in violation of basic rights of 
free workers to improve their conditions 
of ·employment. 

Labor has come of age. Labor might 
jQst as well recognize now, if it has not 
already done so, that amendments 
which will protect the legal rights of third 
parties to labor disputes will have to be 
written into some existing labor legis
lation, as well as other legislation. 

I shall not dwell on the thought at 
any great length, but in order that this 
speech may not be too badly misinter
preted I wish to say that I insist a clean
cut line can and should be drawn between 
the objectives of labor in the field of 
wages, hours, and conditions of employ
ment, and the right::; and privilges of la
bor on the other side of the line, involv
ing the legal and property rights of the 
employers and the public. That is why 
I have said so many times, almost uni
versally with the opposition of labor, that 
I have yet to hear labor make one sound 
argument justifying labor being per
mitted to claim the right which it claims, 
to carry on jurisdictional warfare within 
its ranks, at the expense of the property 
rights of employers and · the public. 
They cannot do it rationally, in my judg
ment. 

Oh, yes; they can point out that to 
sbme degree employers too are involved. 
They can point out a few cases-but they 
are in a great minority-in which em
ployers provoke Nrisdictional troubles, 
and are really parties to them. But that 
can be proved, and when proved, the leg
islation which l think can and should be 
devised, once we get all the facts as to 
unio:1 practices, as well as employer 
practices, which are covered by my reso
lution, would provide that employers who 
are guilty of that sort of unconscionable 
conduct come within the law. 

Then, too, Mr. President in the face, 
so far as I know, of almost universal 
labor opposition, I take the position that 
the right to work, the right to organize, 
the ·right to all the guaranties of the 
Wagner Act, which I do not propose to 
take away from labor, but to defend and 
support, do not, however, entitle labor to 
the license of indulging in practices in
volving economic waste. They are un
fair labor practices, and are against the 
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best interests of labor. · I have yet to find 
the case in which it is not really against 
the interest of the workers involved in a 
given union to find itself carrying on a 
strike based upon the economic waste 
principle, the so-called ma:ke-work pro
gram issue. 

Such a program does . not help labor, 
it does not help the workers involved; 
Technology is ·going to advance. Labor 
cannot st op science. Certainly adjust
ments have to be made. Oftentimes a 
change in technology, involving a labor
saving device, throws mi:m out of work. 
That is a different problem. I will go a 
long way, I will perhaps go such a long 
way that, figuratively, my head will be 
bloody with criticism, in pleading for 
'severance pay in such instances, or when 
I support legislation, if there need be 
legislation, to see to it that workers in 
given instances who have spent 10, 20, 
25 -years preparing themselves for the 
skill which is about to be lost as the re
sult of the advance of technology, are 
given adequate adjustment ·to take care 
of the tremendous loss they suffer from 
such changes. It is oniy right, it is only 
fair. But labor has no right to try to 
hold back progress in the form of new 
discoveries by adopting unfair practices 
of a make-work variety. 

I shall mention one instance: I have 
had ·many of these cases. I suppose I 
have never rendered a single decision in 

. one of them that was popular. I was for
. tunate to be operating in .each instance 
. under a contract in which tP,e parties had · 
pledged themselves to abide by the deci
sion, arid I wish to say to their .credit 
that they did abide by it . . When finally, 

· under the contract, they came to know 
the principle which I insisted upon ap
plying, it was interesting to note how 
easy it was for them to work out voluil;
tarily by negotiations between thelll
selyes, without ever letting the matter 

· go to arbitration, a fair and decent com
promise adjustment of the problem. 

I remember one case in which an at
tempt was being made to prevent trucks 
from going directly shipside and loading 
lumber directly from · truc_ks to slings t.o 
the hatch. Labor insisted that the trucks 
be unloaded some times a block ·and a 
half away, at the end of the dock, PY 
hand, and then moved by hand-truck to 
shipside. That was economic waste. 
There was nothing within the contract 
that justified such a position on the part 
of the union concerned. There was noth
ing that justified a strike in support of a 
make-work principle. 

I took a great deal of time in the prep
aration of the decision in that case, be
cause I th-ought the issue was··pretty fun
damental to the future welfare of labor. 
I endeavored to point out that that type 
of labor practice would never have pub
lic acceptance; and if the~ is any, orl:e 
lesson · labor needs to learn today-1t 
knows it, but it has temporarily forgot
ten it, or it has suffered' a temporary lapse 
of good juugment-it is that the final ar
biter in all labor disputes, after all, is go-

' ing to be the public. Without public ac
ceptance of labor's position it not only is 
bci'und to lose on that issue, but weaken 
its position in support of many issues on 
which it is absolutely sound. 

,.._ So, Mr. President, speaking of the reso
lution, I say that after we get through 
making the great mist~kes that I think 
are about to be made by the Senate in 
.the passing of ,labor legislatio~ of the 
str-ait-jacket type, which will prove to be 
·more detrimental ·to industry and the 
public than · to labor, we will need, I 
.think, the type of objective investigation 
called for by my resolution. I hope that 
before we take the summer recess calm
ness will pervade' our minds sufficiently 
long on the labor issue so that the Senate 
wiil authorize its Committee on Educa
tion and Labor to proceed with such an 
investigation. Because I feel that only. 
by the accumulation of such facts as 
would flow from such an investigation 
can we do the job that will need to be 
.done when the Congress reconvenes. 

Mr. President, I return again, perhaps 
for about the third time, to the point I 
rose really to address myself to, namely, 
the argument that has been made on the 
floor of the Senate by several Senators, 
the · last time by my good friend, the 
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
·BALL]. I may say, that although ,he is 
not in the Chamber, I know he has no 

.objection to my proceeding to discuss the 
issue, because I notified him yesterday 
that if and when I was able to obtain the 
floor I would do so. But I wanted him 
to have the opportunity to be present in 

· case he might wish to make any reply to 
anything I said. I addressed a question 

. to the junior Senator from Minnesota, 
to which he replied . .. This colloquy ap
pears on page 5347 Of the CONGRESSIONAL 

· RECORD, of Tuesday, May 21, beginning 
at' the bottom of the first column. I 

· read: 
Mr. MoRSE. I should like to ask the Sena

tor about the observatiQn he has made. I 
understood him to say that he believes that 
any contribution made by an employer to a 

· welfare fund would be an unfa:Ir labor prac
tice under the Wagner Act, if the fund were 

. administered solely by the union. Did I cor
rectly understand the Senator? 

Mr. BALL. It would be an unfair labor 
practice. as I interpret the Wagner Act; 

· but I added the proviso that there is no 
- way that the employer could . get before the 

National Labor Relations Board in such· a 
case, except· on complaint of the union, and 
the union never would raise the question. 

Then I proceeded brie.fty, ·Mr. Presi
dent, to express a curbstone opinion, 

- something which~ lawyer should _seldom 
if ever do, but which in _this instance I 
submit was a correct opinion, that in my 
judgment the word "contribution," as 

· used in the National Labor Relations 
Act, is not subject to the interpretation 
that it forbids an employer as a matter 

. of law to contribute to a health and wel
fare fund. 

In view of the fact that the point made 
by the Senator from Minnesota has been 

· made by other Senators on the floor, and 
also has been repeated in statements 
made by proponents of legislation now 

· pending before the Senate, in advertise-
ments in newspapers, and in various other 

· releases, I am anxious at least to have 
, the record show the basis on which I 
: rendered my curbstone opinion of the 

other day. Since then I have taken a 
' little time to study the term "contribu

tion" as it relates to the Wagner Act, 
and I should like to make the following 
observations resulting from that study. 

.. Section 8, subsection (2) of the Na
tional Labor Relatiqn~ · Ac~ _p~ovides: 

It shall be an unfair labor p;r_actice for an 
.employer • , • * to domina~e qr inter
fere with the formation or administ ration 
of any labor organization or contriou'te finan
cial or other support to it: Provided, That 
'subject to rules -and regulations m ade and 
published by the Board pursuant to Eection 
'6 (a), an employer shall not be prohibited 
from permitting employees to confer with 
him during working hours without loss of 
time or pay. 

Mr. President, note the language "or 
·contribute financial or other support to 
it." Clearly, I think that means 'the 
union. In my judgment, this section · 
does not preclude an employer from con
tributing to a health, -safety, or welfare 
•fund for the benefit of his employees, to 
·be administered by the labor organ
'ization which is the exclusive bargain
ing representative of. his employees. 
Whether based upon production or a per
centage of the pay roll, such contribu
tions do not come within the proscription 
of section 8, subsection (2) of the Wagner 
Act ·when there is no evidence of sup
port of tlie union i-nvolved, when there 
is no evidence of opposition to some other 
union or unions, and when such pay
ments are made pursuant to a valid col
lective bargaining agreement. 

I digress long enough to say, Mr. Pres
ident, that the thing which needs to be 
kept in mind is that the unfair labor 

:practice which the distinguished senior 
·Senator fr.om New York, who I now· see 
present iii the Chamber, sought to pre-
vent under the Wagner Act was a con
tribution to a company-dominated 

·union; that is, he was seeking · to pre
vent · an employer · from owning a 
union,- from financing · a union, from 
preventing a legitimate union from or
ganizing his workers, from avoiding en-

. tering into a . truly free collective. bar

. gaining_ agreement. It was a widespread 
· practice, Mr. President, on the part of 
-employers. Have we forgotten it so 
·soon? -The ·records of the National 
Labor Relations Board and of our courts 
are replete with case -after case· in which 
it was found that ·employers owned. 

. uni0ns; company unions. In reality they_ 
were .. not .unions at all. , They were 
headed by men who were bought and 
paid for, men who sold out the legitimate 
interests of ·the workers time and time 
again. 

In order to reach that unfair labor 
·practice, in order to make it possible for 
truly legitimate collective bargaining to 
be carried on with such union-hating 
employers, the senior Senator from · New 
York made one of the greate'st contribu
tions in American labor history when he 
incorporated in section 8, subsection (2) 

· of the Wagner Act the prohibition against 
contributions to unions of the -type · he 
sought to regulate by this act. · 

Mr. President, this interpretation of 
· mine is not individual to me. It is sup- • 
-ported by the congressional ·history of 
· the provision involved. Thus, in dis-
: cussing this section of the act, the Sen-
. ate committee which considered and 
· reported it said: 

The committee feels justified, ·particularly 
·· in view of statutory precedents, in · outla·N-

1ng financial or other support as a form o1 
unfair pressure. 
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I repeat that sentence because it goes in this instance- it is perfe·ctiy clear that 

to the whole heart of my thesis. The what the Senator from New York in- ' 
committee of the Senate which reported tended by the st~tute,- as the report sets 
the Wagner bill to the floor of the Sen- out, was that· the word "contribution" in 
ate said in its report, as follows: the statute sought only to prohibit an 

The committee feels justified, particularly employer from engaging· in the unfair 
in view of statutory precedents, in outlawing labor practice of contributing to a com
financial or other support as a form of ~nfair pany-dominated union. 
pressure. It seems clear that.an organization As the Supreme Court has said as to 
or a representative or agent paid by the em- . the value of committee reports in reach-
player for representing employees cannot · t 
command, even if deserving it, the full con- ing its decision as to legislative inten -
fidence of such employees. We are justified in seeking enlightenment 

from reports of congressional committees. 
That will be found in Senate Report 

No. 573 of the Seventy-fourth Congress, Quoting again Wright against Vinton 
first session, ~935, at page 10. Branch, at page 464. 

In other words, the committee itself Consequently, Mr. President, it is my 
pointed out in its own report that what position that employers~ contributions to 
it was seeking to prevent was contribu- welfare funds for the benefit of their em
tions to the hired men of. the employers ployees are not prohibited when they are 
parading ~s . union officials of a com- not a form of unfair pressure, that is, 
pany-dominated union. when they are not used . as a covert 

The senate committee also stated in · means of discriminating against or in 
its report: favor of membership in any labor or- · 

ganization. Nor does anything in the bill interfere with 
the freedom of employers to establish pen- In further support of my position, Mr. 
sion benefits, outing clubs, recreational so- President, r" wish to point out that for 
cieties, and the like, so long as such organ- many years employers and labor organi
izations do not extend their functions to the zations have bargained with respect to 
field of collective bargaining, and so long as group insurance, hospitalization, and 
they are not used as a covert means of dis- medical attention. Let me cite references 
criminating against or in favor of member- for those Members of the Senate who wish 
ship in any l,abor organization. to check up on that broad statement. 

What could be clearer? They will find plenty of supporting evi- · 
What about the House committee re- dence in: Lieberman, the Collective 

port on the same bill? The House com- Labor Agreement, pages 111, 112, and 
mittee which · considered and reported following; Seidman, the Needle Trades, 
the bill ·also made clear what it under- published in 1942, pages 251, 269-270; 
stood the section to prohibit. It was the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics 
same as the intent of the Senate. It · Bulletin 686 on the subject of union 
made the following statement in its re- ··agreement provisions; Bulletin No. 393 of . 
port: - the Bqreau of Labor Statistics for 1923 

The prohibition of financial support is par- and 1924. · Even as far back as that, this · 
ticularly justified. Collective bargaining is type of agreement was· entered into. 
reduced to a sham when the employer · sits Reference is made also to Suffern, the 
on both sides of the table by supporting a Coal Miners' Struggle for Industrial 
particular organization with which he deals Status, ·1926. Other authorities could be 
by the payment of added compensation to h h 1 1 ft 1 f 
the representatives or by permitting such l cited w ic ist examp e a er examp eo . 
representatives to co:p.duct organizational unions, in collective bargaining agree
work among the employees -during working ments, having consummated health and 
hours without deduction of pay. welfare fund clauses. 

The Supreme Court has recognized 
In other words, it is seen from the that these matters may legitimately be 

Hou-se committee report that it, too, was the subject of collective bargaining agree
seeking to prevent the type of contribu- merits between an employer and the rep
tion which was recognized as an unfair resentative ·of his employees. I wish to 
practice, namely, the support of a com-
pany-dominated union. The House, too, cite in support of that statement the case 

of J. I. Case Company v. National Labor 
sought to check an employer when the · Relations Board (321 u.s. 332, at p. 339). 
union and the employer sat down at the . It is true that the point is covered bY 
bargaining table, and the employer in dictum. It is true that what the Supreme 
fact sat on both sides of the table. The Court really passed on in the Case case , 
quotation can be found in House Report was the .practice of an employer in that 
1147, Seventy-fourth Congress, first ses- case seeking to enter into an agreement 
sion, 1935, ·at page 18. with an individual employee. To make a 

I need hardly remind the Senate, I long story short, Mr. President, the c:mrt 
am sure, that the Supreme Court has found the employer engaging in the well-
held that- known unfair employer practice of trying · 
such reports ' of committees of House or Sen- to weaken the union which sought a col
ate may be regarded as an exposition of the lective bargaining agreement by making 
legislative intent in a case where otherwise special concessions to individuals. The 
the meaning of a statute is obscure. 

Court found against the employer. I cite 
The Court has made the same state- the case because, by way of dictum, I 

ment in a great many leading decisj.ons. think it is very clear that the Court ex- · 
I cite only a few: Duplex Printing Press pressed the view, in support of a well-rec
Company v. Deering (254 U. S .. 443); ognized principle, that a health and wei
Wright v. Vinton Branch (300 U.S. 440). . fare fund is a proper subject for collective 
I take the position that the Senate, like bargaining. That is the test. 
tpe . Supreme. Court, should look to its _ As I stated on the floor of the Senate . 
own records for a finding as to its original , the other day; if the employer has the . 
intent; and if we look to our own records right, and the union has the right, to con-
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sider a health and welfare fund request 
on the part of the union, or an offer on 
the part of -the employer-and it is in.:. 
teresting to note that sometimes this hap
pens not at the request of the union, but 
as an out-and-out offer from the em
ployer-! say that if the establishment 
of a health and welfare fund is the proper 
subject of a collective bargaining agree
ment, or a prop3P subject for collective 
bargaining, then the contract which the 
parties make, including a provision that 
the employer shall contribute the funds, 
is not illegal under the National Labor 
Relations Act. The only circumstances 
under which any contribution could be 
illegal would be, as I have previously said, 
when it was found that the employer 
s<;>ught to support a company-dominated 
union. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the 
·Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. WAGNER. I do not wish to inter

rupt the Senator's fine presentation. But 
let me say that when I was chairman of 
the Labor Board appointed by the Pres
ident under the NRA, under a section 
which the Senator remembers very 
well-section 7 (a), which authorizes 
workers to organize unions with repre-
sentatives of their own choosing-we dis
covered, as a result of our experience in 
a short time, that about 40 percent of 
the organized unions were organized by 
the employers and the heads of those 
unions were paid certain incentive sala
ries, 'so that the unic.ns were companY
dominated. We sought some way to 
avoid that situation; and that is the 
purpose of section 8, I believe, of the Na
tional Labor Relations Act. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, we did not 
intend to refer to any benefits or wel
fare provisions. The~' are not included 
among the unfair labor practices. 

Mr. · MORSE. I thank the Senator 
from New 'York. I tnink it is perfectly 
clear that such contrib'utions are beyond 
the intent of the law. No one who reads -
the legislative record of the history of the 
National Labor Relations Act can fail to 
recognize, in my judgment, that the Sen
ator from New York has stated exactly 
what was intended by the word "contri-
bution" in the act. · 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Is the Senator from Ore

gon satisfied that the provisions of the 
Byrd amendment would not interfere in 
any way with the present practice of 
insurance companies of administering 
health and welfare funds to which the 
contributions are made by both employ
ers and employees? Would it interfere 
with group insurance in any .. way? 

. Mr. MORSE. I must confess, Mr. 
President, that I am not sure that it 
would not . . I think the Byrd amendment. 
if and when it is adopted, will cause 
utter confusion in the field of health 
and welfare funds. It will upset a great 
many of . them which have been estab
li,shed for years. It will produce lucra
tive employment for many lawyers, be
cause in my judgment it will result in 
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widespread litigation. I think' it is en
tirely unnecessary, and I think it will 
result in setting back this very much 
needed attempt on the part of organized 
labor to secure, through collective bar
gaining, a betterment of its position by 
way of establishing health and welfare 
funds. 

Mr. AIKEN. It would appear to a 
layman, from a reading of the amend
ment, that when an employer pays to 
an insurance company certain deduc
tions from ·the workers' checks, on as
signment from the workers, the insurance 
company is acting as the representative 
of the employees in that respect. As the 
Senator has said, it seems to me that 
there is a chance for a great deal of con
fusion in the field of group insurance. 
Certainly, group insurance today is 
working very satisfactorily all over the 
United States. I understand that in some 
places the practice is for both employer 
and employees to make contributions to 
such funds. If the insurance company is 
not going to be able to administer the 
fund because the amendment provides 
that employees and employers must be 
equally represented in the administra
tion of the fund, it appears to me that 
if the amendment is adopted there will 
be no question about the effect it will 
have upon group insurance. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I cannot imagine any cir

cumstance under which' payments to an 
insurance company would have any re
lation to this amendment at all. The 
amendment relat es only to payments to 
a union, ·not to payments to an insurance 
company. Group insurance funds are 
nearly always entirely paid by the em
ployer, and are paid directly to the in
surance company. That is true in re
gard to every one I have ever heard of. 
This amendment in no way affects group 
insurance plans, so far as I can see. 

Mr. AIKEN. It applies to any labor 
organization or. td any individual who 
makes these collections. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; but the individual 
must be a representative of the em
ployees concerning grievances, labor dis
putes, wages, or rates of pay-in short, 
a negotiator. An insurance company is 
not a negotiator. An insurance com
pany is merely an agency-not an agent 
at all-to which the premiums in con
nection with such a collective-bargain
ing agreement are paid. That matter 
has no relation whatever to this amend
ment, so far as I can see. 

Mr. MORSE. Be that as it may, Mr. 
President, I say to the Senator from Ohio 
that neither he nor I will be able to 
check the imagination of lawyers who 
will bring litigation under the Byrd 
amendment, and I think the amen,dment 
will result in a multiplicity of litigation: 
First, litigation testing the legality of 
the amendment; and, second, litigation 
to determine whether existing contracts 
must be abandoned. The result will be 
that labor will be harassed, and there 
will be a tremendous set-back to this 
very desirable ·social movement within 
the voluntary processes of collective bar
gaining for -the establishment of health 
and welfare funds. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I do not think there is 

the slightest question ~hat subdivision 
(c) (3) covers every existing fund and 
authorizes it, except with relation solely 
to the question of joint management. 
In that respect it is true that there are 
some existing funds which, when present 
contracts expire, would have to provide 
for joint management. But there is in
cluded in the amendment, I think, every 
single item which has been listed in any 
existing fund, according to the report of 
tbe Department of Labor. It includes 
everything else of the same nature that 
we can think of. So I have no question 
that any fund now in existence is com
pletely covered. 

Mr. MORSE. But, even if the litiga
tion were limited entirely to the funds 
to which the Senator from Ohio has re
ferred, it would still be voluminous. Of 
course, the difference I have with the 
Senator from Ohio is that I do not agree 
that as a matter of law it is good public 
policy for the Congress to say that no 
employer and no union shall have the 
legal right to sit · down and negotiate a 
collective bargining agreement by which 
there is established a health and welfare 
fund to be contributed to solely by the 

· employer. If the employer has so much 
confidence in the union that he is willing 
to make such an arrangement with it; I 
think he should have the right to do so. 

I wish to say further that, although 
that is not the form of agreement which 
I prefer-for, as I said earlier in my re
marks, I much prefer a jointly admin
istered fund-nevertheless, we are deal
ing with what I think are some very 
basic rights. I simply cannot reconcile 
my thinking, insofar as the functions of 
Government are concerned; to a belief 
that the· Federal Government should go 
so far as to say to American employers 
and American unions, "If you have a 
health and welfare fund, it cannot be 
administered by the union if all the 
money is contributed by the employer." 
We say much about democratizing l,ln
ions and about increasing their re
sponsibility to their membership. I can 
think of few things which would be bet
ter training for union officials and their 
members and ·which ·would do more to 
develop democracy within organized la
bor than to have them administer a fund 
and a plan for health and welfare for the 
benefit of their members. 

Mr. TAFT.1 Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. In a moment I shall be 
glad to yield. 

I take the position that when such a 
plan has been established, if any union 
official or group of officials ever seek to 
abuse their use of the fund they will 
hear from the rank and file of the mem
bers very quickly. I believe that the 
establishment of such a fund could be an 
inducement to greater democracy among 
the American unions, which now is sorely. 
needed. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator has said that 
more democracy is needed. In other 
words, there are leaders of unions who 

· are not conducting their affairs in a 
democratic way. 

, Mr. MORSE. · The Senator is correct. 
. Mr. TAFT. I say that it -is immoral 

for such a leader to go to an employer 
and arrange to have money for a special 
fund paid- directly to him. Automati
cally he is allowed to say to the employer, 
in effect, "I want 7 percent of the money 
which otherwise you would pay to these 
employees. I want it to put into my 
union." In such case the employers.,are 
not given any opportunity to make a 
choice. I assert that in any case in which 
an agent is negotiating for another per
son, to permit the agent to provide in 
the terms of the agreement that money 
shall be paid directly to him to be spent 
within his discretion is something which, 
to a large extent, is immoral and subject 
to abuse, and therefore a proper subject 
for regulation under ordinary rules of 
the common law having no relation 
whatever to labor. 

It seems very certain to me that if we 
were to ask the employees, "Would you 
like to have an increase of 7 percent in 
your weekly salary check, -or have it paid 
to some union welfare fund?" Ninety 
would rather have the 7 percent paid to 
them. If that is not so, and they were 

. willing to set up the fund under the 
pending proposal, the employees could 
set up the ·fund and operate it themselves. 
But this proposal strikes at taking money 
which has been earned by the employee 
and saying, "No, you cannot have it; it 
will be given to your agent. The money 
will be used to set up a fund, and will be 
~xpended as we see fit." 

I say that is a violation of the common 
law of agency, i_15 S1Jbject to serious abuses, 
and is a perfectly proper subject for regu
lation. 

Mr. MORSE. I understand the Sen
ator's viewpoint, but I disagree with it. 
There is nothing immoral about doing 
what he has suggested. It is so easy to 
label something "immoral" but that does 
not establish such a charge. The Sena
tor can call it what he pleases; the fact is 
such funds are sorely needed for the 
legitimate benefit of American workers. 

Mr. TAFT. I am perfectly willing to 
make an exception for what are bene
ficial uses properly regulated. But I as
sert that once we permit an agent to ob
tain money for his own use, or for any 
purpose, it is affirmatively a dubious 
practice, an immoral practice, and unless 
it is used for purposes \llhich are properly 
defined, it should not be permitted. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Does not the employer 

have every right under the law to refuse 
to pay the 7 percent? Why does the 
employer have to accede to a demand for 
the payment of 7 percent to Mr. Lewls, or 
to anyone else? · 

Mr. TAFT. It makes no difference to 
an employer, so far as the money is eon
cerned, whether he pays 7 percent to Mr. 
Lewis or to the employee, but it does 
make· a great deal of difference to him if 
he is enabled to settle a strike. In other 
words, two parties are getting together 
without any consideration of the em
ployee. 
· Mr. AIKEN. I do not believe that the 
employers of the country always make 
decisions purely on the basis of money. 
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Mr. MORSE. I understand the Sen a- quote one of the paragraphs of the de

tor from Ohio. There are two or three cision. The Court said: 
assumptions in his argument with which It is also urged that such ind~vidual con
I do not go along. In the first place, I tracts may embody matters that are not nee
do not go along with the assumption that essarily _included. within the statutory scope 
the employer is not at all interested in the of collective 'l::largaining, such as stock pur
machinery which is set up for the ad- chase, group insurance, hospitalization, or 
ministration of the fund. It is a matter medicM- attention. We know of nothing to 

h t prevent the employee, because he is an em
for collective bargaining, and around t a ployee, making any contract provided it is 
subject a great deal of bargaining will not inconsistent with a collective agreement 
take place. If an employer reaches the or does not amount to or result from or is 
conclusion that the administration of the not part of an unfair labor practice. But in 
fund through the union is one to which so doing the employer may not incidentally 
he has no objection, I say he should have exact or obtain any diminution of his own 
a right to enter into that type of a con- obligation or any increase of those of his 
tract if he cares to enter into it, and if · employees in the matters covered by collec
he does so, there is nothing Immoral tive agreement. 
about it. It happens to be the way the I say that although that decision is not 
two parties, in keeping with their rights ·directly on the nose, as we lawyers say, 
under the collective bargaining agree- it certainly is in point by way of dictum. 

· ment, have decided the fund shall be Because of the issue that was involved 
administen:!d. in the case, it indicates very clearly, I 

There is a second .assumption in the think, recognition on the part of the 
statement of the Senator from Ohio with United States Supreme Court that a 
which I do not go along. I think he im- health and welfare fund is the proper 
plied in his statement that John L. Lewis, subject of collective bargaining. I think 
or any other labor leader who negotiates it follows that if the contribution to the 
the establishment of a fund over which fund were made by the employer, it still 
he, as president of the -imioq, is supposed would be within the National Labor Rela
ta have control, will administer the fund tions Act. 
against the interests of his workers. If I wish to point out, further, that em
the Senator would read the constitution ployers have contributed to welfare funds 
of the United Mine Workers of Am~rica, · which have been administered solely by 
and read the proceedings of the national . the representatives of the employees. 
conventions of the United Mine Workers My authority is Seidman's book, previ
of America, I believe he would see that ously cited. Yet such contributions have 
some of the charges about so-called die- not been declared violations of the Na
tatorial policies of that union cannot be tiona! Labor Relations Act when there 
borne out. I believe that he would dis- was no evidence of support of the union 
cover that the rank and file of the miners . involved-and when I say "support of 
have a t!1aroughly accurate idea of the the union," I refer again to support of a 
use which is being made of their money. company-dominated union-when there 
I believe that I know mine workers suffi- was no evidence of opposition to some 
ciently well to assert that any health and other union or unions, and when such 
welfare fund which is set up for their pro- payments were made pursuant to a valid 
tection h ad better be administered in ac- collective agreement. On the contrary, 
cordance with their interests, or John L. the National Labor Relations Board has 
Lewis will soon find himself not the head held it to be a violation of that statute 
of the United Mine Workers of America. for an employer to take "unilateral ac
The idea that he sits .as a complete dicta- tion in expanding the existing plan of 
tor and czar will not be borne out, in my group insurance." The leading case on 
judgment, by any study either of the con- that point is Matter of Consumers Lum
stitution of the union, the debates which ber & Veneer Co. (63 N. L. R. B. 17, 37, 39-
have occurred within the union. or the 40). Since such a change is a proper 
proceedings of the annual conventions of subject of collective bargaining, unilat
the union. If I were a member of the eral action with respect to it was held 
United Mine Workers of America I to be an unlawful refusal to bargain in 
would want much more democracy .in my violation of section 8 (5) of the act. 
union than there is at the present time, If it is not-an unfair labor practice to 
but I do not bel1eve that we, as the Sen- bargain about a group-insurance plan, 
ate of the United States, have any right as the Board has held over and over 
to impose the Senators' ideas upon the again, and it has never been reversed by 
union by way of the particular device the courts on this point, it seems to me 
which the Senator from Ohi<;> seeks to to follow logically that it is not an uh
use. fair labor practice to bargain about and 

After all, members of unions, as well as set up such a plan, even though the con
of other organizations, must learn to live tributions come, so far as the money is 
in a democratic fashion. If the United concerned, solely from the employer. 
Mine Workers of America want more de- Mr. President, I am sorry to have taken 
mocracy within their union; they have it as much time as I have consumed on the 
within their power to see that greater point I have been discussing, but we 
democracy is achieved. However, I do had a longer. discussion preceding my 
not believe it is for us, by way of legisla- remarks on this legal point than I an
tion, to proceed in an indirect manner ticipated, and if I am to make an acc.u
to attempt to i:iemocratize the United rate record on the subject it will be nee
Mine Workers of America. essary for me to take possibly 20 minutes 

I return to the argument which I was longer. in order to cover it adequately. 
making with reference to the word "con- I have made the point that it is very 
tribution.". I refer to a calse found in clear from the decisions of the National 
321 United States, page 339, and will Labor Relations Board that it is not. an 

unfair labor practice for an employer to 
bargain collectively with a union in the 
setting up of a health and welfare fund, 
but that it has been held decidedly to be 
an unfair ·labor practice on ·the part of 
an employer for him to refuse to sit down 
collectively with members of a ·union be
cause it seeks to establish such a welfare 
fund. It would be an unfair labor prac
tice if he refused to bargain on that 
point. I think that needs to be empha
sized very strong-ly in the establishment 
of the premise which I am seeking to 
support. 

I may say further, although it is true 
that the right of the employer, as the 
Senator from Minnesota pointed out a 
few days ago, to go before the National 
Labor Relations Board is purely a discre
tionary right, it is, however, true that 
at the option of the National Labor Rela
tions Board he can go before it on com
plaint. It is also true that he has · the 
right to appeal to the courts from deci
sions of the National Labor Relations 
Board, and I think it is very significant 
that from the decisions of the National 
Labor Relations Board which have laid 
down the proposition to which I have 
just referred, namely, that there is an 
obligation on the· part of the employer, 
if it is a part of the controversy, to bar
gain on health and welfare funds, ap
peals have not been taken, at least no 
court decision has been handed down 
sustaining such an appeal on the part 
of an employer. That right of appeal 
is wide open to the employer. 

To proceed with the argument, it is 
my position that so long as the insur
ance plan or welfare fund is for the 
benefit of the employees and not for the 
purpose of discouraging or encouraging 
membership in a labor organization, it 
can rhake no legal difference whether the 
employer contributes part or all of the 
funds and whether the control of the 
funds is in the hands of the employer or 
of the exclusive representative of the 
employees, or both. 

Payments to a welfare fund for em
ployees, to be administered by the labor 
organization representing the employees, 
does not constitute financial support of 
the union. Instead, they must be con
sidered as additional compensation for 
work performed by the employees. As 
one author has expressed it, "The pay
ment for insurance of his workers as
sumed by an employer must be considered 
as additional compensation for services 
rendered, differing only in form of pay
ment from the ordinary weekly wage. 
Failure to pay the premium for insurance 
is enforceable in the same manner and 
on the same principle as payment for 
vacations or holidays. The individual 
worker may enforce such payment in the 
courts on the same principle as the pay
ment of wages. I cite Lieberman on The 
Collective Labor Agreement <1939), page 
132. 

The National Labor Relations Board 
and the courts have also recognized that 
rights to sick benefits, paid vacations, and 
the privilege of participating in group life 
and hospitalization plans, may be rights 
and privileges accompanying the employ
ment relationship, and that-and this is 
important-discriminatory deprivation of 

/ 
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such rights and privileges is an unfair 
labor practice which may be remedied by 
an order that such rights and privileges 
be restored. 

I do not know of a much stronger au
thority I could cite than that. In sup
port of it I call attention to the following 
citations: Matter of Butter Bros. <41 N. L. 
R. B. 843, 866, 869; enforced as modified, 
134 F. 2d 981, 985 <C. C. A. 7) ; certiorari 
denied, 320 U. S. 789. Compare Matter 
of Continental Oil Co. 02 N. L. R. B. 789, 
821; enforced, 113 F. 2d 473, 485 <C. C. A. 
10); remanded on other grounds, 313 
U. S. 212). I also suggest that those in
terested refer to N. L. R. B. v. Stack
pole Carbon -Co. <128 F. - 2d 188, 191 
<C. C. A. 3)). 

Mr. President, I said earlier in my re-
- marks, but in order to make the REcoRD 

complete on the point that health and 
welfare funds are quite common in col
lective-bargajning agreements in this 
country I should like to read a very brief 
quotation from Bulletin No. 841 of the 
United States Department of Labor, Bu
reau of Labor Statistics, entitled 
"Health-Benefit Programs Established 
Through Collective Bargaining, 1945." 
I read, as follows: 

Provision for health-benefit programs as 
a part of the contractual relationship be
tween employers and unions was almost un
known a few years ago. Although a num
ber of companies had provided within-plant 
medical service to their employees for many 
years and a few had established group health
insurance programs, these were administered 
by the employer and were subject to altera
tion or discontinuance at his will. Many 
were started as a part of a general welfare 
program designed to win employee loyalty 
and discourage union organization. Organ
ized labor, having no voice in their adminis
tration and suspecting the motives for which 
they were established, has never whole
heartedly endorsed company benefit plans. 

In response to their members' need for 
protection against total loss of income dur
ing sickness, a number of unions have estab
lished benefit pJ;"ograms of their own which 
are financed through membership dues or 
special assessments. Many of these, how
ever, cover permanent disability and old age 
rather than short periods of illness. 

During recent years an increasing num
ber of unions have succeeded in having 
health-benefit plans included in the terms 
of their agreements with employers, and sev
eral international unions have established 
special facilities for helping their locals nego
tiate such plans. Although a number of the 
provisions in current agreements ~ignify the 
substitution of contractual arrangements for 
already established employer-administenid or 
union-administered benefit plans, many of 
them are new; some of the latter have been 
negotiated in lieu of wage increases which 
could not be .obtained under the .wartime 
wage-stabilization program. 

I shall comment on that in a very few 
minutes, as I discuss the leading case of 
the Wage Stabilization Board which sets 
forth, and I think it is very important to 
have it in the RECORD, the War Labor 
Board precedents on the question of 
health and welfare funds. I will say in 
passing, Mr. President, that the War 
Labor Board encouraged the establish
ment of health and welfare funds during 
the war. The War Labor Board held in 
case after case that the establishment of 

-such funds was beyond the wage stabili
zation program; that they referred to 

working conditions and benefits not re
stricted by the wage stabilization pro
gram. In other words, during the war, 
and still today-today through the Wage 
Stabilization Board-one branch of our 
Government is encouraging the setting 
uP of such funds, ·whereas it is no.w pro
posed in the Senate of the United States 
to enact legislation which I tell you, Mr. 
President, will discourage the establish
ment of such funds, and will strengthen 
the hands of employers who want to re
sist their creation. Do not tell me that 
we are not passing legislation that is 
going to work to the detriment of work
ers and to the benefit of employers. The 
very restrictions included within the 
Byrd amendment in my judgment will 
play right into the hands of employers 
who do not want to set up such funds. 
It will strengthen their hands in collec
tive-bargaining situations and weaken 
the .position of unions which are doing 
what I think is a_ very laudable thing, a 
very desirable tlling, in trying to be 
something else, as most of them always 
have been, than simply dues-collecting 
organizations. -
' Again referring to Bulletin No. 841, 

Mr. President, on page 2 it says: · 
Most ·of the plans described in this report 

have been negotiated by the following unions. 

I 'shall not take the time to read them 
into the RECORD. In the interest of sav
ing time, Mr. President, Lask unanimous 
consent that the list of unions in ques
tion may be incorporated in the RECORD 
at this time as a part of my remarks, 
as the list appears on page 2 of the 
bulletin. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

International Ladies' Garment Workers 
Union (A. F. of L.), Amalgamated Clothing 
Work-ers of America (CIO), United Hatters, 
Cap, and Millinery Workers International 
Union (A. F. of L.), Textile Wor~ers' Union 
of America (CIO), United Textile Workers 
of America (A. F. of L.), International Fur 
and Leather Workers Union of America 
(CIO), United Electrical, Radio, and Machine 
Workers of America (CIO), Upholsterers' In
ternational Union of Amer-ica (A. F. of L), 
United Furniture Workers of America (CIO), 
Industrial Union of Marine and Shipbuilding 
Workers of America (CIO), Hotel and 
Restaurant Employees' International Alliance 
and Bartenders' International League of 
America (A. F. of L.), Pap{:lr workers' Organ
izing Committee (CIO), United Retail, 
Wholesale, and Department Store Employees 
of America (CIO), and the Amalgamated 
Association of Street, Electric Railway, and 
Motor Coach Employees of America (A. F. 
of L .)' . 

At the bottom of page 2 of the bulletin 
we find the following: 

A little more than a third of the em
ployees covered by health-benefit programs 
included in this report are under plans which 
ar.e jointly administered by the union and 
empl,oyer. Another third are covered by pro
grams for which insurance companies as
sy.me the major administrative responsi
bility; and somewhat .less than a third are 
under those administered solely by the 
union. 

Most of the health-benefit plans included 
in this report are financed entirely by the 
employer. That is true of all the union
administered plans, almost all the jointly 

administered programs, and more than half 
of those administered by insurance com
panies. Only a few of the jointly admin
istered plans and less than half of those 
administered by the insurance company re
quire both employees and the employer to 
contribute to the financing of the health pro
gram. 

Most agreements stipulate that the em
ployer shall contribute a specified percentage 
of his pay roll (usually 2 or 3 percent) to 
meet his obligations under the benefit plan, 
although in some cases no exact amount is 
specified. Under the latter arrangement the 
employer either defrays all the expenses on 
a current basis, or supplements regular em
ployee contributions with such money as 
may be required from t~me to time. 

Mr. President, I consider that a pretty 
significant analysis of existing health 
and benefit plans. I think one sentence 
needs to be reemphasized as we con
sider the Byrd amendment. The sen
tence is as follows: 

Most-

Most; a majority of them-
of the health-benefit plans included in this 
rep9rt are financed entirely by the employer. 

Mr. President, ·I do not hold any brief 
for John L. Lewis as to marty of the 
things he does. But I think 'the RECORD 
ought to be pretty clear in this debate, 
for future reference, that it apparently 
was all right for a great many other 
labor leaders over the years to negotiate 
health and welfare funds entirely 
financed by the employers, entirely ad
ministered by -the union, but when Mr. 
Lewis proposes the same principle, then a 
fiood of propaganda is let loose on the 
country for special legislation to be 
passed to stop the practice. Are there 
any complaints about any of the plans 
which have been formulated and are now 
in existence? Is there any evidence in 
the REcoRD in this debate that any union 
leaders who have negotiated such plans 
are guilty of abuses? Can any Senator 
stand up on the fioor. of the Senate and 
submit to the Senate any evidence to sup
port his statement, that the workers have 
been exploited under .any of these agree
ments and plans? Does anyone want to 
defend the proposition that these plans 
have not helped democratize the unions 
which have adopted them, have not in
creased the responsibility of the unions, 
and have not been of great educational 
as well as health and welfare benefit to 
the workers? 

In my judgment, Mr. President, such 
evidence cannot be presented, because I 
do not think it exists. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. ·President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. BALL. I know of one particular 

case in the Twin Cities whei'e the up
holsterers' union have such a 3-percent 
contribution to a social-security fund, 
operated by the union, as I understand, 
with which they buy insurance in a lit
tle New York company that was estab
lished by a group of union leaders. The 
practice there is to make one particular 
business agent of the union the collector 
of this 3-percent payroll tax as the pre
mium on this insurance. It is a nice 
graft. He coll.ects a commission on the 
:premiui:n~ It is passed around among 
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the business agents. It is a nice graft of 

·three or four hundred dollars a month 
for a particular business agent in a very 
small industry. I think that is bad. 

Mr. MORSE. I have heard such 
charges made; but let me say to my good 
friend from Minnesota that I should like 
to see the evidence. I should like to see 
the records which show that the workers 
in that .union have not been fully pro
tected by their union at all times as to 
their benefits under the fund. I think 
the Senator very well knows that if any 
labor leader is guilty of misusing such 
funds the laws are adequate to protect 
the workers from such abuses. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. BALL. Since the Senate began 

consideration of the Byrd amendment I 
have learned of the cases of two differ
ent former union members. They were 
both kicked out of their respective unions 
for having the temerity to get up on 
the floor and oppose the leadership. 
One union was the garment workers' 
union, and the other was a bricklayers' 
local in Washington. Both members 
had made contributions over a period of 
years to a so-called insurance fund es
tablished by the union, and both of them 
suffered disabilities. When the time 
came to collect, neither -of them could 
collect. They tried to -go to court, and 
their lawyers told them that they had 
no case. 

Mr. MORSE. ·Let me say to the Sen
ator from Minnesota that I think his 
major premise cannot be sustained if his 
major premise is that under such con
ditions workers have no legal remedy 
t'o _protect themselves from embezzlement 
of the funds or failure on the part of 
the union to give them their :..·ights under 
the funds, because the principles of con
tract law would protect them under-such 
circumstances. . I certainly am not go
ing to vote for such legislation as this 
on the basis of hearsay evidence such 
as the Senator from Minnesota presents. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. As I understand the ex

ample cited by the Senator from Minne
sota, the members of the union contrib
uted to the health and welfare fund, 
and the coptribution was collected by an 
agent who made three or four hundred 
dollars a month by doing so. I am won
dering what there is in the Byrd amend
ment which would prevent such practice 
from being continued. Does the Sen
ator from Oregan ··know of anything in 
the Byrd amendment which would pre
vent the employees of a union from join
ing health programs -and group-insur
ance plans? 

Mr. MORSE. I am sure I cannot an
swer the question. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not see ·~hat there 
is anything in the Byrd amendment ap
plicable to the instances which the Sen
ator from Minnesota cited, if there was 
no cont ribution from the employers. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

-Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. BALL. The instance which I cited 

was that of a contract of the upholster-

ers' union under which the employer 
made a contribution of 3 percent of the 
pay roll. ·· 

Mr. AIKEN. I understood the Senator 
to say that the 3 percent was collected 
from members of the union. 

Mr. BALL. The last two cases in
volved union funds. The business agent 
did not keep any record of the contribu
_tion to the health fund, and when the 
time came to collect the benefits the em
ployee had no evidence, and no case in 
court. 

Mr. AIKEN. There would be no re
course under the Byrd amendment. 

Mr. BALL. Not in the case of the 
union fund; but there would be in the 
previous instance, in which a 3-percent 
contribution was paid by the employer. 

Mr. AIKEN. Or in any instance in 
which both employer and employee con
tributed. 

Mr., BALL. Yes. 
Mr. MORSE. I have a great deal of 

respect for the judgment of the Senator 
from Minnesota, and I have no doubt 
tpat .he expresses an honest belief as to 
an abuse which he thinks exists. All I 
wish to say is that I have gone through 
too many cases in which I have heard 
such charges made in advance by dis
gruntled members of an organization. 
Then when they were on the witness 
stand under oath, and counsel was boring 
in for the evidence, time and time again 

' it was found that their charges evapo-
rated into thin air. · 

I believe that the record which ·has 
been made under the collective-bargain
ing agreements which I have cited, which 
provide for health and welfare funds, 
and which have been in operation for 
some time, is a splendid record. Organ
ized labor ought to be encouraged to 
negotiate for such funds, and not dis
couraged in its attempt to protect its 
members. I believe that it would be 
discouraged under the Byrd amendment. 

Mr. President, along the line of other 
evidence calling attention to the existing 
agreements which contain health and 
welfare funds, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD at this 
point as a part of my remarks a very 
excellent article on the subject by 
Thomas L. Stokes. The article is en
titled "Overshooting." I think it is a 
very fine statement on this issue and 
on the Byrd amendment, and I support 
every sentence in it. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows : 

OVERSHOOTI NG 

(By Thomas L. Stoke,s) 
When Congress gets riled up , as with reason 

it has again over John L. Lewis, it often ex
hibits a tendency to overshoot the mark and 
pass legislation which is regretted. 
· That happened during the war when Con
gress hastily slapped together what was 
known as the Connally-Smith "anti-strike" 
bill. It is generally conceded now that the 
act encouraged rather than discourag~d 
strikes. 

John L. Lewis was the inciting factor 
there, as he is now. But legislating against 
one man or one union often creates injustices 
for other workers and upsets constructive 
programs adopted jointly by management 
and labor. 

A case in point is the current proposal of 
Senator Byrd (D., Va.). It is designed to 
prevent union control of the proposed health 
and welfare fund which Mr. Lewis has asked 
the coal operators to set up by contributing 
an amount equal to 7 percent of the in
dust ry's total pay roll . 

Senator BYRD's bill would provide for in
dustry control of this fund, with minority 
union representation on an administ rative 
board. While the measure was provoked by 
the Lewis proposal for complete union con
trol of the fund, the Virginia Senator argues 
that if this were adopted it would start a 
widespread demand by all unions to set up 
such funds. • 

The truth, as Mr. BYRD now finds out. is 
that what Mr. Lewis asks already is oper
ative in a number ·of union contracts, with 
variations in different trades. ·These plans, 
furthermore, were established through reg
ular collective bargaining and are accepted 
as a part of ordinary relationships between 
company and workers. 

In some cases the union controls the fund, 
as Mr. Lewis a~ks. In others there is joint 
control. If the Byrd bill were E."'lacted, it 
would be necess:>ry to revise some of those 
well-established health-welfare plans. The 
Byrd bill provides that the party which makes 
the larger contribution shall ha~e major con
trol. 

Plans now in effect include the Interna
tional Ladies Garment Workers Union 
(AFL); New York City laundry- workers in 
the Amalgamated Clothing Workers (CIO); 
United Hatters, Cap, and Military Workers 
(AFL) in a number of larger cities through 
individual company and union contracts. 
These are distinct from a number of other 
health and welfare arrangements-some be
tween employers !'J.nd unions, som-e .on an in
surance basis, some voluntary in nature, some 
wholly within the union itself. 

Such social-welfare programs as these, as 
well as various wage-incentive plans in 
effect, are in keeping with the best traditions 
of progress within industry and unions, some 
established by one or the other, some through 
cooperative effort. · 

Existing employer contribution plans usu
ally are on a 2 or 3 percent basis. Mr. Lewis 
is asking 7, which admittedly is high, and 
which undoubtedly he never expected to get. 
Criticism of Mr. Lewis- is based on his obdu
rate stand and his self-exploiting tactics 
which tied up a whole industry and slowed 
down production and threw workers out of 
jobs in other industries, and his refusal to 
bargain collectively on a reasonable basis. 

The need of a health and welfare program 
is recognized. Mr. Lewis was considerably 
late in getting around to it, after all these 
years, es:gecially in a:1. industry where it is 
needed perhaps more than any other because 
of the hazards to health and life. 

Collective bargaining is the method by 
which it is to be attained, as the others were 
attained. 

What is hard to understand about Senator 
BYRD is that he is a stalwart of the free
enterprise· school in Congress, which always 
has advocated reforms on this basis, through 
private agreement rather than through inter
vention by Gove'rnment. Now he is trying· to 
legislate on behalf of corporate interest s to 
stop something which could be arranged be
tween those interests and the union by col
lective bargaining. 

Mr. MORSE. A-short time ago I re
ferred to the practice of the War Labor 
Board during the war in encouraging 
agreements for the establishment of 
health and welfare funds. I shall not 
take the time to read -the opinion, but 
on May 6, 1916, in the case of the Inter
national Brotherhood of Electrical Work· 
ers and the National Electrical Contrac
.tors' Association, both of Washington, 
D. C., the National Wage Stabilization 
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Board handed down a decision referring 
to the question of health and welfare 
funds, and reviewing, in a very concise 
forPJ., the history of the development of 
such funds in . collective-bargaining 
agreements during the war, under the 
encouragement and with the authority 
and approval of the War Labor Board. 
I ask unanimous consent to. have this 
opinion printed in the RECORD at this 
point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the opinion 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
IN THE MATTER OF THE REQUEST FOR, APPROVAL 

OF THE EMPLOYEES BENEFIT AGREEMENT BY 
THE INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELEC
TRICAL WORKERS AND THE NATIONAL ELECTRI
CAL CONTRAC'IORS ASSOCIATION, BOTH OF 
WASHINGTON, D. C.-CAsE No. 52-11, 138-
MAY 6, 1941;1 

OPINION 

This case arises from a joint application to 
the Wage Adjustment Board for approval of 
an agreement between the National Electrical 
Contractors Association (NECA) and the In
ternational Brotherhood of Electrical Work
ers (IBEW). The agreement calls for pay
ments by those electrical contractors covered 
by it equal to 1 percent of the gross pay roll 
paid by such contractors to employees who 
are members of the IBEW. The 1 percent 
payments are . to be made periodically to a 
board of trustees, created by the agreement, 
consisting of seven members appointed by 
the IBEW, seven appointed by the NECA and 
one public member to be appointed by 
the Secretary of Labor. · The trustees are 
made Tesponsible for collecting and adminis
tering the funds and paying such funds over 
to augment the pension benefit fund of the 
IBEW. 

The IBEW pension benefit fund is provided 
for in article XII of the constitution of the 
IBEW which is incorporated as a provision of 
the NECA-IBEW agreement. The fund has 
been in existence for some years, supported 
by dues from IBEW members and, according 
to the constitution, the fund "shall be main
tained solely for pension benefits" for those 
members of the union who, under the consti
tution, make contributions to it. The con
stitution provides that such pensions are pay
able to any contributing member "attaining 
the age of 65 years, * * * who has been a 
member of the IBEW in continuous good 
standing for 20 years immediately preceding 
his application." The amount of the benefit 
presently paid to eligible members is $42 a 
month, $2 of which is kept by the union as 
dues for the pensioner. 

The public and labor members of the Wage 
Adjustment Board voted to approve the 
agreement, holding among other things that 
the 1 percent payments covered by the agree
ment constitute wages and that approval by 
the Board is therefore required before the 
agreement can be put into effect. The in
dustry members of that Board dissented from 
the decision .and have requested the National 
Wage Stabilization Board to review the case 
in accordance with the established prereview 
procedure. In dissenting, the industry mem
bers have challenged the holding by the ma
jority that these payments constitute wages. 

The basic question presented is whether 
the payments called for by the proposed 
agreement are wages or salaries as defined 
a.nd subjected to control by the Stabilization 
Act of October 2, 1942, and the Executive or
ders issued thereunder. Only if they do come 
within that definition does the Wage Adjust
ment Board or this Board have jurisdiction 
either to approve or disapprove the payments. 
If they do not constitute wages or salaries 
as defined, the agreement may be effectuated 

without any necessity of seeking or obtaining 
Board· approval.' 

THE STATUTORY EXEMPTION 

Section 10 of the Stabilization Act of Octo
ber 2, 1942, defines wages and salaries subject 
to control as follows: · 

"SEc. 10. When used in this act the terms 
'wages' and 'salaries' shall include additional 
compensation, on an annual or other basis; 
paid to employees by their employers for per
sonal services (excluding insurance and pen
sion benefits in a reasonable amount to be 
determined by the President)." 

It is accordingly clear from the Stabil1za
tion Act that payments by employers into 
insurance or pension funds for the benefit of 
their employees are exempt from those con
trols which are applicable to other forms of 
compensation for personal services. The 
form of this exclusionary provision, however, 
is such as to require some further construc
tion to permit its application to individual 
cases, the necessity for a definitfon of "rea
sonable amount" being, for example, specifi
cally recognized in section 10 itself. 

Executive Order No . 9250, issued on Octo
ber 3, 1942, contained, in section 2, of title 
VI, a further definition of wages and sala
ries.2 Here again, however, there was simply 
the fiat exclusion from the definition, and 
the resultant exemption from stabilization 
controls, of "insurance and pension benefits 
in a reasonable amount * * • ." The de
termination of reasonableness of amount was 
further delegated here to the Director of Eco-
nomic Stabilization. • 

Subsequent Executive orders have not made 
any change in the exclusion from control of 
payments made for "insurance. and pension 
benefits." The regulations issued by the Eco
nom:c Stabilization Director shortly after 
the wage-stabilization program came into 
being have undertaken to lay down more de
tailed guides as to the definition of wages 
and as to what constitute "insurance and 
pension benefits," but these regulations 
which have been amended from time to time 
have left many factors, including the ques
tion of the reasonableness of amount, pri
marily to the agencies in charge of the ad
ministration of the stabilization program.3 

1 The building and construction industry, 
involved in this case, is today the only indus
try (except agriculture) in which direct wage 
,controls have been retained. Wage and sal
ary 'increases in this industry cannot be put 
into effect unless they are approved by the 
Wage Adjustment Board or, upon appeal or 
request for prereview, by the Nationa~age 
Stabilization Board. The question involved 
in this case arises today in connection with 
similar adjustments in other industries only 
with respect to whether such adjustments 
must be approved by the wage stabilization 
agencies as a condition precedent to their 
being used as a basis for see:!ring an increase 
in price ceilings or for incrflasing costs on 
contracts with the United States Govern
ment. See Executive Orders No. 9599 (Aug. 
18, 1945) and No. 9697 (Feb. 14, 1946) ; and 
NWLB General Orders No. 13 and No. 41. 

2 Section 2, of title VI, is as follows: 
"2. Salaries and wages under this order 

shall include all forms of direct or indirect 
remuneration to -an employee or officer for 
work or personal services performed for an 
employer or corporation, including but not 
limited to, bonuses, additional compensation, 
gifts, commissions, ;fees, and any other re
muneration in any form or medium wh~t
soever (excluding insurance and pension 
benefits in a reasonable amount · as deter
mined by the Director) . " 

8 The first regulations of the Economic 
Stabilization Director were issued on October 
22, 1942 (approved by the President, October 
27, 1942). The matter of the definition of 
•
1wages" and "salaries" coming within stabi-

Accordingly, the provisions of the Stabi
lization Act itself and of the original Execu
tive order, as the basic sources of authority 
and intent, have governed the diaposition of 
innumerable cases involving the same ques
tion as that presented by this case which 
have come before the National War Labor 
Board and it&' successor agency for deter
mination. 

NATI~NAL WAR LABOR BOARD PRECEDENTS 

It is in the cases ruled upon over ~ period 
of some 3¥2 years by the National War Labor 
Board that the detailed application of the 
statutory exemption to particular fact sit
uations has been developed. Such plans have 
become increasingly common in American in
dustry and the problem of ·the applicability 
of the wage stabilization laws to them has 
arisen in numerous cases. The precedents, 
covering both exempt and nonexempt bene
fit plans, leave little doubt as to the appro
priate disposition of this case.4 

These precedents establish clearly at one 
extreme the inclusion within the statutory 
exemption of employer payments· of premi
ums on orthodox types of insurance policies 
covering employees. Employer payments of 
employee life insurance premiums,5 group 
hospitalization P.remiums,0 a'nd premiums on 

lization control was covered in section 4001.1 
of thofie regulations, and the subject of in
surance and pension benefits more particu
larly in subsection (h) of that section. This 
subsection was then amended on August 28, 
1943 (7 F. R. 748). and most recently on No
vember 30, 1944 (8 F .. R. 11, 960). The only 
specific reference to the "reasonableness of 
amount" question appears in section 4001.1 
(h) (2) where a figure of 5 percent of the 
employee's annual wages or salary is used to 
measure the "reasonableness" of a plan for 
employer payments of premiums on employee 
life-insurance policies. Subsection (h) (1), 
as it appears in the latest revision of the 
regulations brings specifically within the 
"insurance and pension benefits" provision, 
contritutions by an employer to an "em
ployee's retirement plan" which meets the 
requirements of section 165 (a) of the In
ternal Revenue Code, and contributions to a 
"stock bonus or profit-sharing plan providing 
benefits distributable • • • on the death, 
retiremen.t, siclmess, or disability of the em
ployee." These references to certain types 
of plans have, during the long period since 
the issuance of the regulations, been inter
preted as illustrative of the nature of plans 
which ~are covered by the statutory exemp
tion. Thus, for example, the regulations in 
form seem to cover certain types of benefit 
arrangements only if they are part of stock
bonus or profit-sharing plans. Such a limi
tation, however, would exclude identical 
benefit plans not part of a profit-sharing 
scheme and thus would clearly do violence to 
the language and intent of section 10 of the 
Stabilization Act. 

' There are reviewed in this opinion only 
those precedents established by action of the 
National War Labor Board itself or by rulings 
of the general counsel's office of the Na
tional Board. A great many additional rul
ings have been issued by various r€gional 
boards and by regional attorneys. 

5 Among the more recent of these are the 
following: In re Coastal Tank Lines (G. C. R., 
Feb. 1, 1945); In re Hayden Flour Mills (G. C. 
R., Feb. 1, 1945); In re Sun Life Assurance Co. 
of Canada (G. C. R., Feb. 15, 1945); In re 
Loclcheed Aircraft Corp. (G. C. R., May 11, 
1945). 

8 In re American Transfer & Storage Co. 
(Case No. 7-1-a86, G. C. 0., Oct. 21, 1944); 
In re Hospital Service Plan Commission (G. C. 
R., Dec. 23, 1944); In re General Accident Fire 
& Life Assurance Co., Ltd. (G. C. R., April 16, 
1945); cf. In reG. M. Co. Mfg., Inc. (G. c. R., 
March 16, 1945) • ' 
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accident insurance- policies 7 have generally 
been ruled to fall outside of the wage sta
bilization controls and not to require Board 
approval. The exceptions to this general rule 
have involved, largely, plans which did not 
meet the requirements, . established by the 
regulations, that exempt plans must pro
vide for nondiscriminatory distribution of 
benefits among the employees involved and 
must not include any casr.. surrender value 
features )1 

At the other extreme are those cases which 
involved plans having no relationship what
soever to the type of welfare benefit plans 
contemplated by the statutory exemption. 
Thus, contributions to an irrevocable trust 
fund equal to 6 percent of the employees' 
earnings, to be distributed, according to 
employee earnings, after the termination of 
the stabilization program, was held by the· 
Board to be "wages" and therefore subject 
to Board approval.9 Similarly, where the 
benefits are of the type contemplated but 
the benefits are disttibuted directly by the 
employer to the disabled employee, instead 
of through a fund established on something 
_like an insurance basis, the exemption pro
vision was ruled not applicable.1o 

Between these two extremes stand anum
ber of National War Labor Board precedents 
approaching more closely the problem pre
sented by the subject case. 

Most directly in point is the ruling issued 
covering a . plan wc;:>rked out and agreed to by 
the Franklin Cooperative Creamery Associa
tion and Local 471 of the Dairy Employees 
Union. That plan, providing for benefits dis
tributable to employees having · a record of 
20 years or more of continuous e~ployme:q.t 
in case of retirement at "the age of 55 or in 

·case of permanent disability was held to fall 
"within the intent and meaning" of the ex
emption provided in the act.11 Approval of 
the payments was ruled not to be required. 
The ruling relied in part on the fact that 
this plan covered two of the contingencies 

·specifically enumerated ("death, retirement, 
sickness, or disability") in section 4001.1 (h) 
of the Regulations of the Economic Stabil
ization Director. 

In several other important cases, plans for 
payments by employers to disability funds 
fpr the benefit of employees have been found 
to be within the statutory exemption. Pay
ments to one such fund, established for the 
benefit of members of the United Hatters, 
Cap, and Millinery Workers International 
Union, involved payments to the :fund by the 
companies involved equal to 2 percent of 
the weekly pay roll. The fund, established 
by· agreement between employers and the 

.union, was to be maintained as a trust funcl, 
to be used to provide payments to employees 
in case of injuries and sickness not covered 
by workmen's compensation legislation. The 
agreement included specific rules as to the 
use of the fund for the benefit of all em
.ployees. The payments involved were ruled 
here, as in other similar cases, not to require 
_approval.12 

In a group of related cases, the exemption 
has been held to include health funds estab-

7 In re Upholsterers Int'l Union of North 
America (G. C. R. , June 28, 1944). 

8 S~e regulations .issued . by the Economic 
Stabilization Director (Nov. 30, 1944), section 
4001.1 (h). . 

0 Milwaukze Electric Ry. & Transpert Co., 
case No. 6-29580 (Aug. 22, 1944). 

10 In re Harlan-Wallins Coal Corp., G. C. R., 
May 27, 1944. A subsequent ruling in this 
same case rejected a claim of exemption 
based ·on a "self-insurer" concept advanced 
.by the company. Supp. G. C. R., June 16, 
1944. But cj. G. C. R., May 16, 1944. 

11 G. C. R., May 12, 1.945. 
12 G .. C. R., October 17, 1941. Similar rulings 

are involved in G. C. 0., July 4, 1944, and 
G. C. 0., February 16, 1945. 

lished to avoid ·disability rather. than to com
pensate for its costs. A "health insurance 
fund" plan was set up in the dress manu
facturing industry in several of the eastern 
metropolitan areas, by agreement between 
the companies involved and . various Inter
national Ladies' Garment Workers Union 
groups. Company contributions were from 
3 to 4 percent of the weekly pay roll of covered 
·employees. Benefit payments for health pur
poses (including vacations under special cir
cumstances) were to be determined accord
ing to specified procedures. 4dministration 
of the fund, including the rules governing 
eligibility for benefits was divided, in various 
respects, between the union and a council 
established by the agreement. The council 
included company and union representatives 
in equal numbers and an impartial chair
man. Payments into these various funds 
were ruled not to be "wages," and, under the 
statutory exemption not to require ap
proval.13 

: The National War Labor Board ruling in 
the Electrical Transcription Manufacturers 14 

case should be mentioned as part of the 
history of the interpretation of the statutory 
definition of wages and salaries, although it 

. throws little light on the present case. The 
companies there involved had agreed with 
the American Federation of Musicians to pay 
into the Union Employment Fund a certain 
amount (one-fourth cent to 5 cents) for each 
record made from a master recording. Vari
ous restrictions on the use of the fund were 
incorporated in the agreement, but in general 
these uses were described as being "for the 

_purposes of fostering and propagating musical 
culture and the employment of live musi
cians." The Board's ruling that these pay
ments did not require approval was based 

·on two grounds.1~ The first of these was that 
the payments · had been ruled by the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue not to be subject to the 
Federal Insurance Contributions Act, the 
Federal Unemployment Tax Act, or the with

·holding provisions of the Current Tax Pay
ment Act of 1943. The second ground was 
that the relationship of the transcription 
companies and their artist employees gave 
rise .to a unique "copyright royalty" claim.1e 

13 G. C. R., January 1, 1943; G. C. R., April 
7, 1944; G. C. M., May 20, 1944; G. C. R., May 
28, 1945 (employer contributions 4% percent 
of pay roll) . The first of these rulings was 
also based on the fact that section 4001.1(h) 
of the Economic Stabilization Director's 
Regulations provided at the time for inclu
sion within the exemption of certain benefit 
fund payments if such payements had been 
·round to be deductible by the employer un
der . sEction 23 (a) of the Internal Revenue 
Code. That was true of these payments. 
The regulations were subsequently amended 
to eliminate this obviously purposeless cross
·reference. The later NWLB rulings in other 
·cases involving the ILGWU· health fund, is
sued after the regulations were changed, 
reached the same result as had the first. 
This was obviously necessary, however, to 

. avoid inconsistency as between rulings on 
identical funds involving virtually t'be same 
parties. This history casts some doubt upon -
the relevance of these. cases to others, par
ticularfy . insofar as the vacation feature of 
the health plan is concerned. 

14 16 W. L . .R. 369, Case No. 111-2499-D, di
rective order issued June 15, 1944. 

15 As indicated in the general counsel's 
opinion filed with the Board in the case. 

18 This position was based on the following 
description of the situation included in the 
tripartite panel report issued in the Electrical 
Transcription case: "These sums do not pur
port to constitute payment for services per
formed by individuals, but rather considera
tion for the 'rights, privileges, and permis
sions' (par. 13) granted by the union to the 
employers under the contract, with re-

No claim was made that the payments were 
within the "insurance and pension benefits" 
exclusion. That ruling, based exclusively on 
the ·peculiar facts of the case, could have no 
application to a different set of facts, and 
cannot be considered applicable to the pres
ent case. · 
GENERAL CRITERIA; APPLICABILITY OF PRECEDENTS 

TO NECA-mEW. AqREEMENT 

The:;;e various administrative rulings and 
interpretations give substance to the exemp
tion contained. in section 10 of the act and 
warrant certain generalizations which will 
serve to test its application to the present 
case. 

1. The phrase "insurance an<;I pension 
benefits" includes only plans calling for 
payments into a fund rather than to indi
vidual employees directly. The NEQA-IBEW 
agreement obviously involves the requisite 
plan and fund. 

2. The fund must be established, if con
tributions to it are to be exempt, for pur

_poses contemplated by the statutory refer
ence to insurance and pension benefits. 
These purposes include, in general, the pay
ment of benefits covering, with respect to the 
employees involved, what ·have come to be 
recognized as insurable risks involving a 
danger of interruption of employees' earn
ings as the result of factors otrer which they 
have no control. The form of the statutory 
provision warrants the identification of these 
benefits, in the War Labor Board precedents, 
as including, particularly, payments in· case 
of death, retirement, illness, injury, or un:.. 
empl!?yment. Within limits, these prece
dents support the exemption of funds to be 
used to prevent or postpone or diminish as 
well as to compensate for risks. A bona fide 
health plan, designed to prevent employee 
sickness, could only arbitrarily be distin
guished from a plan to pay employees when 
they do get sick. 

Combining the "fund" ~equirements with 
this "insurable risk" concept, the relevant 
rulings have ~mphasized several features 
common to most of the benefit plans sub
mitted. Most of the agreements ruled on 
involved funds which were earmarked for 
stipulated purposes, and were segregated 
from any general· company or union funds. 
Benefits were made available, not to a few 
selected employees, but on a reasonable basis 
to employees generally. The agreements 
negatived expressly any claim of any in
dividual employee upon the fund, based 
upon the extent to which his services were 
the measure of the employer's contribution 
to it. 

Here again, the IBEW plan, providing for 
exclusive use of the fund for retirement pen
sion payments .to all employees contributing 
to it, satisfies this criterion. 

3. There is, as a corollary of the preced
ing test, the requirement that a fund, al- · 
though established originally for a purpose 
-Which meets the test for exemption, would 
of necessity be viewed differently if the situ
ation permitted its present or subsEquent 
diversion, in whole or in part to other uses . 
It would not suffice to bring a "benefit" plan 
within the statutory exemption that only a 
part of it was to be used for the purposes 
.enumerated above. In most of the cases sub
mitted to .the War Labor Board, there have 

spect to the musical reproduction of instru
mental music by means of electrical tran
scriptions and recordings. In other words, 
the payments are made in satisfaction of the 
long-standing claims, whatever their merit 
may be, of the union, in behalf of its r::ember
ship with respect to such mechanical ~repro-· 
duction. These claims are to be distin
guished from claims for compensation for 
services performed by individual musicians 
in the making of the master record or tran
scription itself." 
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been provisions for carefully restricted use 
of a small part of the fund involved for pur
poses of administration of the benefit pro
gram, but great caution has been _..exercised 
to negative any substantial use of the fund 
for other than the prevention of or com
pensation for one or more of the "insurable') 
employment risks. Payments to union of
ficials for general union business have, for 
example, been specifically precluded. It is 
clear that the use for exempt purposes must 
be virtually an exclusive use, and that neither 
party to the plan can effect diversion of the 
fund to nonexempt purposes. 

The NECA-mEW benefit fund agreement 
presents two questions tn this connection. 
There is, on the one hand, the fact that $2 
is to be taken from the fund each month for 
the union dues of each pensioner. Beyond 
this, there is at least a technical uncertainty 

· as to the degree to which the fund benefits 
might be diverted from the stipulated use 
as the result of a change in the union con
stitution. 

Both of these questions must be con
sidered in the light of the fact that this case 
involves a fund already established and a 
retirement pension plan that has been in 
operation, supported by union member con
tributions for a number of years. These em
ployee contril;mtions are to continue, and 
the new agreement contains provisions limit
ing .employer contributions on the basis of 
a relationship to employee contributions. · 
These employee contributions will exceed by 
a considerable amount the extent to which 
the fund benefits will be used for union dues 
payments and ·there would accordingly -be no 
justification for permitting this case to tum 
on that feature. 

The previous operation of this pension plan 
and the clear indication of the intention of 
both parties that this fund will be used in
definitely for the stipulated purpose out
balance the technical possibility of a future 
change in the form of the plan. This possi
bility is really no more than an uncertainty 
re~ulting from the omission of any provi
sion as to what disposition would be made 
of the fund assets in the event that the 
brotherhood should, by a change in its con
stitution, abandon its established pension 
plan. The agreement with the association 
provides, however, that thEl fund "shall be 
maintained solely for pension benefits," thus 
precluding any different use at least while 
the plan is in operation. The omission of 
any coverage of certain remote future con
tingencies would not warrant disregarding the 
clearly stated intention of the parties. · 

4. Related to the question of the uses o~ 
the fund, and the possibility of its diversion 
to noncovered uses, is that of the provisions 
made for its administration . • The War Labor 
Board rulings emphasize the fact, in most of 
the cases ruled upon, of. the degree of inde
pendent administration provided for. There 
is obviously such independence in the plans 
involving only the payments of premiums on 
insurance policies written by established in
surance companies. In most of the other 
cases ruled exempt by the Board there was 
included a provision for at least partial ad
ministration of the fund by a joint control 
council or board, including not only com
pany and union representatives but also a 
nonpartisan chairman or member. 

The importance of independent adminis
tration appears, from these precedents, to 
turn upon the extent to which the uses of 
the fund are definitely established and con
trolled by- the original agreement entered 
into. Where the specified benefits are within 
the exempt categories and where the agree
ment is in such form as to preclude any 
change in the use of the fund or its diversion 
to nonexempt purposes, ·independent admin
istration is of lesser importance. Where, on 
the other hand, the original agreement. leaves 
any uncertainty as to the possible future 
uses of the fund, it would come within the 
statutory exemption only if. the adminiStra-

tion of the f'und was to be controlled, in 
actuality -and not simply in form, by a trustee 
or similar official who would be empowered 
to assure the continued use of the fund for 
the kind of purposes coming within the 
exemption. 

The NECA-IBEW payments are to be col
lected by a board of trustees, of which the 
odd member is to be appointed, as a "public 
member," by the Secretary of Labor, and thi~ 
board is also to exercise a· limited power in 
"administering" the fund. These adminis
trative functions relate almost exclusively, 
however, to the collection of the fund and 
hardly at all to the distribution of its bene
fits. This would not bring this plan within 
the exemption if the agreement did not it
·self specify, apparently irrevocably, the ex
clusive use of the fund for one of the enu
merated purposes. Here again, the provision 
of the agreement that the fund "shall be 
maintained solely for pension benefits" satis
fies a requirement which would otherwise 
be met only 1f the uses of the fund were 
subject to the control of an impartial officer 
in a position to assure its cont,inued us~ for 
purposes indicated by Congress. and in the 
previous rulings. · · 

5. Finally, there is the test, recognized ex
pressly in the statute itself, that the benefits 
must be reasonable in amount.17 It is a proper 
construction of the statutory provision, as it 
affects the cases which have arisen, that this 
test of reasonableness is intended to apply 
to the amount of the contribution to the 
fund as well as to the benefits paid out of 
it. Both are part of the transfer of money 
from employers to employees, and neither 
can be considered, for purposes of applying 
this test, independently of the other. In fact, 
the intended test would appear to be that 
the amount of the benefits proposed must 
be reasonable and that the amount of the 
contributions to the fund must be reason
ably designed to cover no more than these 
anticipated benefit payments. Any plan pro
viding for excessive contributions to the fund 
would fall outside the statutory exemption 
even though only reasonable benefits were 
distributed to empioyees if the remainder 
were to be allowed to accumulate, for unex
plained purposes, in the fund itself. 

There is inherent in this criterion of rea
sonableness, and in its application in pre
vious War Labor Board rulings, the require
ment that the amounts of the contributions 
and payments in a benefit plan cannot be 
such as to indicate an attempt to evade the 
stabilization laws or -to circumscribe its 
purposes.18 

The mEW retirement pension plan pro
vides for benefit payments of $42 per month, 
and this only after the pensioner has reached 
the age of 65 years. This is the retirement 
age most frequently fixed in pension plans 
and is, if anything, on the conservative side. 
The payments, totalling only $508 a year, 
cannot possibly be considered excessive. 

The record as submitted to the Board does 
not include a complete basis for computing 
the · mathematical and actuariaJ relationship 
of the 1-percent pay-roll assessment and con
tribution to the benefit payments whieh may 
be anticipated. The union contributions 
would also have to be taken into aceount tq 
get the complete picture on this score. Tliere 
is, however1 sufficient information available 
tq satisfy the Board that the· contribution 
features of the plan are reasonably related 
to the benefit provisions, that there will be
no excessive accumulation of moneys in th·e 
fund, and that the establishment of the plan 
does not represent an attempt to defeat the 
purposes of the stabilization laws~ Every
thing in the record, in fact, poi.Iits the other 
way. Should any accumulation develop in 
the fund, it can only be used in acc_ordance 

11 See footnote 3. 
ts Compare Milwaukee Electric Railways 

cases, see supra, note 8. 

with the specific terms ~f the parties' ag~ee
ment to increase the presen comparatively 
small monthly benefit payments. · 

This review of the statutory and regulatory 
provisions and of the administrative prece
dents can leave no dO"~Jbt as to the proper 
disposition of the subject case. ~e agree
ment comes within the exclusionary pro
Visions of the statutory definition of wages 
or salaries for stabilization purposes. The 
stabilization laws, therefore, do not require 
its approval by the Wage Adjustment Board 
or the Na:tional Wage Stabilization Board. 
On the contrary the agreement is of a type. 

: which Congress has expressly withdrawJ:l, 
from the jurisdiction of any wage stabiliza
tion agency. There is accordingly no bar to 

. its being put into effect in accordance with 
the conclusion of the parties. 

This conclusion, agreed to unanimously by 
all members of the Wage Stabilization Board, 
precludes the necessity of any consideration · 
of the further question, discussed in the 
opinions filed by the Wage Adjustment 
Board, as to wqether such an agreement 
would be approvable if it were found to 
constitute an agreement covering wages or 
salarles under the Stabilization Act. The 
Wage Stabilization Board finds that question 
·not before it in this case and expresses no 
opinion with respect to it. 

W. WILLARD WmTz, 
Chairman. 

JACK G. DAY, . 
Vice Chairman. 

Mr. MORSE. As I have previoysly 
stated, it has been the policy of those 
agencies of our Government best in:. 
formed on labor-relations problems
and I say that in no disrespect to the 
Senate; but I have no hesitancy in saying 
that they are much better informed than 
is the Senate ·on the complexity of labor
relations problems--'those agencies of 
Government entrusted with the task of 
helping to administer a labor policy for 
the Gove~nment have•been encouraging 
the very thipg which the Byrd amend
ment seeks to discourage, recognizing not 
only the social desirability of having such 
funds established, but also; I may say, as 
one who sat on the Board, recognizing 
that negotiations over this issue and the 
establishment of such funds do much 
to increase union ' responsibility. I 
strongly favor unions lioing more for 
their membership. I have so stated 
many times. They ought to exist pri
marily to serve the welfare of their mem
bership, not to seek political power, not 
to seek wealth through the collection of 
dues, but to do something for the men in 
overalls, for the workers, which will bet:. 
ter their lDt. What finer social objective 
could a union have than to seek to ne~ 
gotiate with the employer a health and 
welfare fund which wlll better protect 
the workers of the union? · -

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to 

ask the able Senator from Oregon a ques
tion. He has stated several times that 
the establishment of welfare .funds is 
an excellent thing. I agree with him. On 
the other hand, he states that the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Vir- . 
ginia would discourage the establishm~nt 
of such funds. My question is this: As 
I look at the amendment, it seems to me 
that it is merely a method by which t9 
safeguard by law the use of such funds, 
which represent money in the hands of 
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a third person. Take, for example, the 
safeguarding statutes of the SEC, and 
the laws of every State relative to trust 
funds placed in the hands of two persons, 
we will say, to administer for the benefit 
of a third person. As I see it, this amend
ment would impose by ;statute certain 
restrictions on the use of funds in· the 
hands of A and B for the benefit of C. 
That is a perfectly proper safeguard. It 
is not a restTiction or impediment, but 
rather a safeguard in the use of other 
peoples' n:oney when placed in the hands 
of a person for the benefit of a third 
party. 

Mr. MORSE. I know that that is the 
position taken by the Senator from 
Massachusetts, and I do not at all ques
tion the motives underlying his position, 
but I will say to the Senator from Massa
chusetts that that is not the way it would 
work in practice. 

The Senator would fin'd that under the 
operation of the Byrd amendment much 
of the old suspicion toward the employer 
as to what he is up to in the establish
ment of the fund would return; much of 
the old suspicion that the employer was 
trying to use the fund to favor one group 
of employees over another group would 
again appear. What the Senator from 
Massachusetts is overlooking is some
thing which is characteristic of the labor 
movement. It had to be learned by sad 
experience. I refer to the insistence of 
unions and their members that they 
negotiate these agreements, and that they 
maintain control over the funds, because 
only by so doing can they be positive 
that the members will benefit from the 
agreements. What the Senator is over
looking is a very unpleasant but true 
fact. I am. sorry . it exists in American 
labor relations. But the fact is that 
there is an underlying and deep-seated 
suspicion on the part of workers that, 
under such devices as those which are 
proposed in the Byrd amendment, they 
will find themselves involved in clever 
tactics on the part of employers to 
weaken their union and in much liti-
gation. _ 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield, to permit. me to 
ask another question? -

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to yield for 
that purpose. . 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In connection 
with the answer which has been made 
by the distinguished Senator. from Ore:
gon, let me inquire whether he has over
looked the fact that there are to be two 
representatives of employees, equally re~ 
sponsible with the two representatives 
of the employer. 

Mr. MORSE. 'No; I have not over
looked it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. And.that if they 
perform their duty properly, then the 
whole problem can be wor~ed out much 
more amicably and with more justice 
than in any other way. 

Mr. MORSE. I have not overlooked 
it at all. On the contrary, I have kept 
in mind the fact that, out of an experi
ence with a considerable number of so
called joint employer-labor boards, 
under collective-bargaining agreements, 
it has been found that .the functions of 
such boards themselves are often the 
springboard used by either · one side -or 

the other to start labor trouble, once one 
side feels that the other side is in a 
weakened position and that it may be 
able to move in for greater advantages. 

In fact, I recall now a case of an em
ployer-employee port relations _board. 
It is interesting to note that that set-up 
was a source of constant wrangling be
tween the employees and the employer. 
Unless the parties can jointly agree to 
work cooperatively on such a board, I 
think that when we impose such a board 
upon them; all we have bought is a great 
deal of future wrangling between em
ployees and employErs. I think the 
Byrd amendment would be source of 
constant and serious conflicts between 
employers and unions, because-do not 
·forget-the procedure would be imposed 
upon the workers. 

Mr. President, because I point out a 
fact of human behavior does not mean ·, 
that I seek to justify the behavior. But 
I point out l;lere and now that when we 
impose this type of board upon labor, 
we shall have bought for ourselves a 
great deal of conflict and wrangling be
tween the employer and employee repre
sentatives. It is ·so much better when 
we can proc.eed by way of the good old 
process of voluntary agreement between 
the two parties. 

Before proceeding to discuss the next 
point I wish to make, I desire to read at 
this time a telegram which I have re
ceived from Mr. Martin E. Segal, 17 East 
Forty-ninth Street, New York City. The 
telegram reads as follows: 

MAY 22, 1946. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, of Oregon, 

Washington, D. C.: 
· As consultants to the Blue Cross which 

provides hospitalization insurance for more 
than 21,000,000 Americans, and as consultants 
to health and welfare insurance funds involv
ing more than 3,000 employers.and more than 
35 AFL and CIO unions with more than 
1,000,000 members, we thought you might 
like to have a statement 'On the legislation 
proposed by Senator BYRD. . · 

The legislation suggested is unnecessary in 
the following:· Where the health-insurance 
funds are already in operation. Either under 
joint labor-management supervision or with 
union trustees and employer advisory com
mittees. These industries are men's and 
ladies' garments, · textiles, painting, leather 
and tanning, hotel, and food. 

In these instances the administration of 
-the funds operate to the colllplete satisfac-:
tion of the employers and the unions and 
th'} agreements which established the funds 
were reached without any Fede-:al legisla
tion or Government· intervention. 
_ In other instances like the furniture in
dustry where there is no employe~ participa
tion in the administration .of the fund, the 
lack of employer representation is due to 
the fact that there are hundreds of inde
pendent employers with no common repre
sentatives. In industries such as this, the 
legislation proposed by 'senator Byrd would 
simply place a tremendous and costly ad
ministrative burden on the fund in that the 
legislation would seem t9 require the union 
to deal with hundreds of employer repre
sentatives. 

The health insurance funds as they are 
now constituted provide the contributing 
expployers with regular certified public ac
countant statements and a complete and 
audited report on inco~e. disbursements, 
benefits paid, etc. 

·In mo,st every instance the specific · pur
poses of the insurance fund are set forth 

. in trust agreements which govern these 

funds. The funds on their present basis 
serve a truly great ne-ed in that they provide 
hospitalization benefits, weekly disability, 
benefits tor sickness or accidents, surgical 
benefits, and life insurance. 

The need for these .benefits is greatly shown 
by the following facts:. 

According to the Life Insurance Institute, 
40 percent of all American workers have no 
life insurance because. they cannot pass med
ical examinations, are too old, or simply can't 
afford the insurance. Twenty-one percent 
of all workers have $500 or less of insurance, 
while only 39 percent have more than $500. 

The need for disability benefits is demon
strated by the reports which indicate that 
each year American workers lose more than 
three and one-half billion dollars because of 
disability which are incompensable under 
workman compensation laws. 'The need for 
hospitalization benefits is illustrated by the 
report from the American Hospitalization 
Association which states that one out of every 
10 Americans are hospitalized each year with 
hospital bills ranging from $10 to more than 
~900 a case. 

The health insurance funds which have 
been established and which are now being 
negotiated by many unions and employers 
without the benefit of Government legisla
tion serve to bring to the great inasses of 
American workers the only current means of 
seeking certain basic forms of insurance pro
tection regardless of the workers' age, physical 
condition, sex, color, or ability to pay. 

The introduction of legislation such as is 
now being considered might very well dis
rupt existing plans, place severe administra
tive problems and additional cost on future 
funds and equally important, get the Gov
ernment involved on a subject which to date 
has been settled on an amicable and peace
ful basis in the overwhelmingly majority of 
collective bargaining negotia~ions. 

NEW YoRK, N.Y. · 

MARTIN E. SEGAL, & Co. 
MARTIN E. SEGAL. 

Let me say in passing, Mr. President, 
that I am not one who has ever opposed 
making unions accountable for their 
funds or who has ever opposed having 
an accounting of union · funds published. 
That is quite a different matter from im- , 
posing upon· union1; the type of fund 
system which the Senator from Virginia 
proposes in his amendment. 

It is rather interesting to note that 
most of the record made to date on the 
Byrd amendment ~nd practically all, of 
the record made in support of the other 
pieces of proposed legislation on the sub-. 
ject now before the Senate has been made 
by the opponents of the proposals. It is 
true that a few Senators favorfng ·the 
proposals have spoken briefly in favor 
of them, but the fact is that there is 
great haste to obtain an early vote on 
some of the measures which have been 
proposed, although the case in chief for 
them has yet to be made by their pro-. 
ponents. I know they have the votes in 
their pockets, . so to speak. Yet we are 
making history here, these days. I pre-

. diet that in the future we· shall have to 
come back to this record time and time 
again to se~ what was said and to find 
out, if we can, why the proponents of 
this measure wanted it passed. I think it 
is only fair and reasonable that those 
of us who are objecting to tl;le proposed 
legislation should ask . the proponents 
really to set forth, in much greater detail 
than they have, the reasons why they 
think this measure should be enacted and 
their evidence in support of it . 
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Vlould the Senator from 

Oregon be willing to agree to vote on the 
Byrd amendment in, let-us say, 3 or 4 
hours, and to divide the time equally 
between the proponents and the oppo
nents? I can promise the Senator that 
the arguments in favor of the amend._ 
ment-.which, incidentally, have been 
made to a considerable extent-will be 
set forth in full strength within an hour. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Ohio knows very well that the 
Senator from Oregon will not enter into 
such an agreement, and he knows the 
reasons why the Senator from Oregon 
will not enter into it. The Senator from 
Oregon is very much disappointed that 
the Senator from Ohio has not thus far 
seen fit to join with him in seeing to it 
that the principle which the Senator 
from Oregon seeks to protect is always 
protected on the floor of the Senate. 

However, I am happy to note that the 
Senator from Ohio never hesitates to join 
with the Senator from Oregon in sign
ing a cloture petition whenever a fili~ 
buster starts. I say nDw to the Senator 
from Ohio, as I did the other day to the 
Senator from Minnesota, that I will sign 
such a cloture petition once it is clearly 
demonstrated that a filibuster is in 
progress. But I shall not enter into any 
agreement for lim:itation of debate when 
I think so much more needs to be said on 
the merits of these issues by the pro
ronents of the measures. I want them to 
have all the time they need to get their 
case on the merits in the RECORD, so that 
it never can be said, "They limited de
bate, and that is all the time we .had, so 
we could not make a complete record." 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I do not think there is any 

' subject that I cannot state completely to 
my own satisfaction in half an hour on 
the floor of the Senate. Merely because 
the opponents have, unfortunately, 
chosen to talk 2 or 3 or 4 hours each on 
the subject, I do not think that means 
that the case for the proposal cannot be 
made in half an hour by any Senator who 
is seriously interested tn it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sup
pose there is no question that the length 
of our speeches is dictated by the seri
ousness of the situation and the recog
nition on our part of the fact that the 
time has certainly come for .some Mem
bers to speak on the floor of the Senate 
in the interest of principles of democracy, 
as I have done in the remarks I have 
made today. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I was 

about to ask the able Senator from 
Oregon what other measure he can re
call which required such constant con
sideration on the part of the Senate as 
has been given in respect to the pending 
bill. When, if the able Senator recalls, 
were rules so stringently applied to other 
proposed legislation then pending before 
the Senate and without. at the same 

time, protest be1ng voiced on the part of 
the opponents of the measure? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not recall many 
such instances, but I believe that we fol
lowed somewhat the same procedure 
when the joint resolution pertaining to 
the British loan was before the Senate. 
However, I may say that I enthusias
tically support the holding of long ses
sions by the S2nate. I think that we 
should meet tomorrow at 10 o'clock in
stead of at 11 o'clock. I am willing that 
the Senate remain in session until mid
night tonight. All I insist on is that the 
proponents of tnese proposals make a 
record for future reference, because to
day I believe the record is very scant, 
indeed. 

On the point, Mr. President, I believe 
we should keep in mind that no hearings 
have been held on the Byrd amendment. 
It is an amendment of great importance. 
It is bound to relate, in my judgment, to 
important events in labor relations in the 
future, and may upset many existing 
health and welfare funds. I believe that 
we should have a carefully prepared re
port, based on the testimony of such per
sons as labor l'eaders, employers, and in
surance officials, which should cover all 
matters involved in the funds which are 
now in existence, and which will be af- . 
fected, in my opinion, by the Byrd 
amendment. What we are being actual
ly asked to do, Mr. ·President, is to pass 
proposed legislation which is not based 
on any committee report, or the careful 
taking of evidence, but is, instead, based 
on the curbstone opinions of the pro
ponents who have not taken adequate 
time to conduct hearings in the way that 
hearings should be conducted in advance 
of proposing any form of important labor 
legislation. 

Mr. Pre~dent, I have two more points 
which I wish to make, and then I shall 
close. The Byrd amendment strikes out 
section 8 of the Federal Mediation Act of 
1946, which was reported by the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. That 
section provides that nothing in the act 
is to be construed to diminish or inter
fere with the exercise of the rights of the 
employees or labor organiz~tions under 
the National Labor Relation~ Act, as 
amended, or to impair the functions of 
the National Labor Relations Board, or 

· to amend or. modify the Norris-LaGuar
dia Act. The Byrd proposal would vali
date trust funds where "(b) the detailed 
basis on which ·such· payments are to 
be made is specified in a written agree
ment with the employer, and employees,· 
and employers are equally ;represented in 
the administration of such fund." 

The definition of "representative" is 
as follows: 

"Representative" m!:!ans any labor organi
zation which, or any individual who, is au
thorized or purports to be authorized to deal 
with an employer, on behalf of two or more 
of his employees, concerning grievances, la
bor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of 
employment, or conditions of work; and any 
other organization or fund of which a ma
jority of the officers are representatives or 
are members of a labor organization, or are 
elected or appointed by a representative. 

Mr. President, that is a very interest
ing . definition. It becomes apparent, 

then, that the whole principle of major
ity rule as set forth by the National La
bor Relations Act would be undermined 
by the Byrd amendment, bec~use, under 
it the labor organization with which t)le 
employer may deal in establishing a 
trust fund need · represent only two or 
more of his' employees. The existence of 
a majority representative, certified by 
the National Labor Relations Board or 
otherwise validly designated by the em
ployees; would be irrelevant. Appar
ently, an employer could set up a com
pany union which would participate in 
the administration of the trust fund. It 
would be possible, also, for the emplo:yer 
to deal with several organizations, evert 
despite the existence of a majority rep
resentative. Moreover, it seems clear 
that if the protections of the National 
Labor Relations Act are to be abrogated, 
an emplcyer could effectively defeat 
unionization of his employees by the 
device of setting up a liberal trust. fund 
at the very time that attempts at or
ganization were begun-a situation now 
forbidden under the National Labor Re
lations Act. 

I submit, Mr. President, that this anal
ysis of the meaning of the word "repre
sentative" as used in the pending amend
ment is but another reason for proceed
ing in our consideration of this amend
ment through committee hearings and 
affording opportunities for experts·, as 
well as other qualified witnesses, to tes
tify. A report should then be submitted 
to the Senate showing what would be 
the effect of the Byrd amendment on 
the labor relationships of this coutnry. 

At the beginnings of my -remarks I 
made unequivocally clear my position 
with regard to the crisis which exists 
today. Because of the crisis which the 
country now faces, a great deal of pro
posed labor legislation has come before 
the Congress, most of which, if passed by 
the Congress, would not have one iota of 
effect on a single labor dispute now pend
ing. I suggest that we are giving vent 
to a public hysteria in regard to the 
labor situation. 

Mr. President, I close by saying that 
if there were ever a time in the. h istory 
of our Nation when calm deliberation on 
the part of Members of the United' States 
Senate was called for, now is the time. 
Instead of proceeding hastily as we are 
proceeding, I believe that the pending 
amendment should be referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor and 
that the Senate, out of its de~ire to make 
certain that it will pass judgment upon 
the facts and evidence available to it, 
should be furnished by the committee 
with a report showing what would be the 
various effects of the Byrd amendment 
upon labor relations in this country. 
In making this plea, Mr. President, I 
know that I raise my voice in vain, but 
I raise it for the record. I believe, as 
strongly as I believe in -justice and free
dom, that we will be compelled to return 
to this hour over and over again until 
we correct the mistakes which I think 
the Senate is about to make. 
. Mr. President, I close by saying that I 
do not expect to speak at such great 
length again on any of the other pending 
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measures pertaining to labor relations, 
but shall speak briefly with reference to 
them in the days ahead. At some future 
date I shall discuss a subject which I 
meant to discuss today. Believing that 
it would be inconsiderate of me now to 
consume further time of the Sen·ate, I 
shall discuss at some future time th,e 
issue of the lack of right of workers to 
strike against the Government. I shall 
endeavor to sustain the premise, as I 
have already endeavored to do in a de
cision, that during the time of an emer
gency when the American flag flies over 
the mines and is carried, figuratively, on 
every train in this country, in the event 
of a railroad strike, there is no right on 
the part of workers to strike against the -
Government. 
EXTENSION OF STABILIZATION ACT

LETTER FROM THE PP..ESIDENT 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I have 
received a letter from the President of 
the United States which deals with the 
Office of Price Administration. I ask 
that the letter be read to the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Clerk will read as re
quested. · 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
THE WHITE HousE, 

Washington, May 23, 1946. 
Hon. ROBERT F. WAGNER, 

Chairman, Banking and Currency 
Committee, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WAGNER: The most impor
tant issue now before the Congress is 
whether to protect the Nation from the im
minent danger of inflation. Today we are 
attaining production levels unprecedented 
in peacetime; labor-mangement agreements 
have been reached in most industries; free 
international trade, which is vital to world 
peace, is beginning to be restored. But all 
these gains depend on economic stability. 
They could be swept away by inflation in a 
few short months. To avoid such a disaster, 
the prompt renewal of the stabilization laws 
in effective form of 1 year is essential. 

For 15 weeks the Congress has been con
sidering the extension of the stabilization 
laws. The House of Representatives has 
paased a bill which I would not be able to 
approve because, although pur-porting to ex
tend price control, it would actually mean a 
quick end of price control. 
· I am disturbed by reports of proposals in 

your Senate committe·e of many amendments 
that would impair effective price control. 
As a result of spreading uncertainty about 
prices and growing fc.ar of inflation, the coun
try is already experiencing a creeping eco
nomic paralysis from speculation and the 
withholding of goods. 

I earnestly repeat my earlier request that 
the Congress quickly reenact the stabiliza
tion laws without any amendments that 
would jeopardize economic stability. I ask, 
too, that, as President, I not be handicapped 
by amendments destroying my authority to 
vest responsibility for effective coordinated 
administration of the laws in those depart
ments and agencies of the Government which 
I believe can best carry out the stabilization 
policies. 

Prompt and vigorous action, first by your 
committee and then by the Congress, would 
reassure the people of this country that their 
Government is united in a firm determina
tion to protect them from these evils. 

Since);ely, 
HARRY S. TRUMAN. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading c-lerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bill and joint resolu
tion, and they were signed by the Act
ing President pro tempore: 

H: R. 4763. An act for the relief of R. L. 
Benton; and 

H. J . Res. 3.53. Joint resolution extending 
the time for the release of powers of ap
pointment for the purposes of certain pro
visions of the Internal Revenue Code. 

MEDIATION OF LABOR DISPUTES 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill <H. R. 4908) to provide addi
tional facilities for · the mediation of · 
labor disputes, and for other purposes. 

· Mr. PEPPER. -Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cordon · 
Donnell 
Downey 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
'Gerry 
Green 
Guffey 
Gurney 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hawkes 

Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Huffman 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kilgore 
Knowland 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McClellarl 
McFarland 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Mead 
Millikin 
Mitchell 
Moore 
Morse 
Murdock 
Murray 
Myers 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 

Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Shipstead 
Smith 
Stanfill 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner · 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Wilson 
Young 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem·
pore. Eighty-three Senato'rs having an
swered to their names, a quorum is pres
ent. 
, Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that during the re
mainder of the consideration of House 
bill 4908 no Senator be permitted to 
speak more than once or longer than 30 
minutes on the bill or any amendment 
thereto. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Objection is heard. 
Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I should 

like to · submit one more unanimous
consent request, hoping that we can · get 
along with the bill. The Byrd amend
ment has been debated for more than a 
week and a half, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed without 
further debate to vote at 4 p. m. today 
on the Byrd amendment and all amend
ments to that amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object, 
and in stating my objection, I merely 
wish to say that I am sure that if those 
who are seeking to limit debate will allow 
the debate to run its course we may 
come to an early vote. As I said before, 

however, I shall not give unanimous con
sent to a limitation of debate so long as 
I feel that any Senator desires to speak 
on the merits of the matter. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-' 
pore. Objection is heard. . 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr . . President, I a~k 
unanimous consent that no Senator be 
permitted to speak more than once nor 
longer than 5 hours on the bill or more 
than once nor longer than 3 hours on any 
amendment thereto. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, even 
when it is reduced to the absurd, I object. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
pore. Objection is heard. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that no S~nator b3 
permitted to speak on the bill m9re than 
once or longer than 10 hours, or on any 
amendment offered thereto not longer 
than 5 hours. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, suppose 
I have an understanding with my good 
friend, the Senator froin Maryland, that 
I shall object to any propo.sal he makes 
for limitation of debate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
pore. Objection is heard. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, in order 
to clarify the situation I wish to say 
that I understand the pending question is 
the amendment which I offered earlier 
today on behalf of the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER] and myself as a 
substitute for the Byrd amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. May the Chair inquire whether 
the Senator offered his amendment or 
merely sent it forward? 

Mr. GREEN. I offered the amend
ment as a substitute for the Byrd amend
ment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island 
sent forward two amendments. Which 
one does the Senator desire acted upon 
first? 

Mr. GREEN. The longer one. The 
one which has the language "At the 
proper place insert the following." 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Very well. That will be the pend
ing amendment. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] on behalf of 
himself and the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER] in the nature of a sub
stitute for the Byrd amendment, as mod
ified . . 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I assure 
the Senator from Maryland and my 
other colleagues that they have no cause 
to be concerned or alarmed that I might 
take 5 or 10 hours, and that therefore a 
limitation of debate would be necessary, 
so far as I am concerned. -

Mr. President, I listened attentively to 
the remarks of the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MoRSE]. I congratulate him on 
having made a fine, a splendid, a master
ful presentation of the subject. I only 
wish more Senators had been present to 
hear his exposition of the subject of labor 
relations, and particularly the pending 
coal strike. The Senator from Oregon 
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at one point in his remarks had . this to 
say: 

We should support them-

Meaning the coal miners
for a more decent life. 

I address myself rather briefly to that 
particular phase of this situation. 

It occurs to me, Mr. President, that 
few of us have endeavored or attempted 
to get to the bottom of the present coal 
controversy. I , of course, as many 
others have said, have no brief and hold 
no brief for Mr. Lewis, but I would sug
gest that we get away from the person
ality of Mr. Lewis. · I am interested in 
the welfare of 200,000 of my constituents, 
and the welfare of 300,000 other coal 
miners in America. Of course, ·I am in
terested, too, in all the people of Penn
sylvania and all the people of America, 
and I should regret it if at any time those 
500,000, through their leaders or others, 
should cause a serious economic disturb
ance throughout the Nation. But I re
peat, Mr. President, let us forget that 
personality, that magnetic personality, 
if you will, and let us direct our attention 
to those 500,000 coal miners. When I 
say that few of us appear interested, I 
mean we have only condemned the min
ers or their representatives, although we 
know little or nothing of their condi
tions, . little of their problems. And yet 
we h~ve censidered here, on the floor of 
the Senate for 10 days, an amendment 
which would make it illegal to gather 
together any funds for- the health and 
the welfare of the miners. 

Remember, a strike is not always oc
casioned ay merely one party to a con
troversy. Probably the operators have 
been just as adamant as have been the 
representatives of the miners. Probably 
they have refused to give consideration 
or any attention to the plight of the 
miners. I wonder how many Members 
of the Senate have ever been. down in 
a coal mine. I wonder how many Mem
bers of the Senate have ever visited a 
mining town. · 

I should like to read a short excerpt 
in order to show the conditions which 
exist in one mining town in Kentucky. 
I read: 

A town of overflowing privies and sewage
strewn roadways, reeking of half-burned 
human refuse and animal carcasses-that's 
Kenvir, Ky., a coal camp of more than 3,000 
population owned by the Black Mountain 
Cdrp. 

The foul and offensive lack of sanitation 
in the Kentucky coal town was revealed in 
a letter to President Lewis from Frank 
Hodges, president of Local Union 4493, and 
in a joint letter from C. M. Enochs, Powers 
Dixon, and Denn is Burns, all employees of 
the Peabody Coal Co. subsidiary and resi
dents_ of Kenvir . They are condit ions Amer
ican coal miners are fighting t o eliminate, in 
the manner called for in the UMWA proposal 
that would m ake it a cont ractual obligation 
upon the operators to install, at their own 
expense, running water and bat hroom facili
ties in all company houses, and sewage dis
posal and ·garbage-collect ion systems. 

The Black Moun t ain miners used plain 
language in describing the int olerable con
ditions t o which t hey, their wives , and chil
dren are subject ed. Their graphic reports 
are self-explanatory. 

The men reported that sewage is strewn 
from one end of the town to the ot her by 

leaky wagons used to collect the ·waste from 
outhouses. That the waste dump, directly 
behind the houses, is a hazard as children 
must walk over it on their way to school 
and women must cross it to get to the store, 

. not to mention the unbearable stench that 
it gives off. That just recently the 10-year
old daughter of a miner was painfully burned 
when she sank into the d1,1mp above her 
knees. That State health authorities have 
been informed of the situation but have 
done nothing about it. 

"All the houses in which the ofilcials, office 
workers, and bosses live are equipped with 
bathtubs, lavatories, and commodes," her 
father said. "All other employees have a 
privy about 30 feet from the house. The 
refuse from these privies is dipped out and 
hauled by wagon and dumped less than 100 
yards from my house. The company then 
hauls slate mixed with coal, covers this refuse, 
and sets it on fire." 

His· small daughter was so badly burned 
when she slipped into the refuse dump re- · 
cently that "the flesh just· rolled up and 
came off," her father disclosed. "I called the 
doctor and then I took him and showed him 
the refuse dump. At my insistence the doc
tor reported the condition to-the State health 
department." 

The doctor, however, "had only been at 
our camp a very short time and did not know 
the connection between the coal companies 
and the health department," he explained. 
"The health department wrote the company. 
pertaining to this matter, and as a result 
the doctor was sent packing and the method 
of refuse disposal still exists today." 

I read from another article,.Mr. Pz;esi
dent, as follows: 

Sanitation was among the UMWA pro
posals unceremoniously thumbed down by 
the operators on the ground that they have 
no place in a wage-negotiating conference. 
Operators' spokesman Charles O'Neill, for 
the benefit of the press, labeled the pro
posal a "gratuitous insult." 

In fact, in the privacy of the conference 
room, Mr. O'Neill said he didn't "give a 
damn" about insanitary conditions in com
pany-owned towns. We do not believe Mr. 
O'Neill's sentiment is shared by all members 
of the operators' negotiating subcommittee. 
w~ do. believe, however, that he spoke 
for a large percentage ope-rating in the coal 
industry. 

How else explain the lack of ordinary sani
tary facilities in a vast number of company
owned coal camps? Outhouses, those odious 
relics of a bygone age, are still the rage, de
spite their offensiveness and threat to the 
health of the community. They are de
plorable nuisances. They are disease 
breeders. 

Mr. O'Neill's statement to the press, how
ever, carried the unmistakable implication 
that the entire coal indust ry is above reproach 
as far as decent housing for employees goes. 
Of course, Mr. O'Neill knows better. And if 
he doesn~t. he should, since he claims to 
speak as an authority. His own district, the 
central Pennsylvania coal region, offers a 
pri~e example of the disgraceful conditions 
American coal miners are fighting to erase. 

YJe are speaking of the Shawmut "Mining 
Co.'s ancient, crack-ridden shacks, leaky 
privies, and polluted wells. The company 
couldn't be bothered last summer when the 
350 miners living· in the coal camps at Force, 
Hollywood, and Byrnedale, Pa., demanded 
water t hat did not reek and taste of sewage, 

,and the disposal of waste so that privies 
would not overflow into their yards. That, 
the company insisted , was the miners ' con
Cern. The State health depart ment couldn't 
be bothered, either, excep t to the ext ent of 
posting "danger" signs at t he contaminated 
wells and warning residents to boil all drink
ing water. 

Had it not been that the company's han
dling of its financial affairs was questionable, 
which resulted in a court airing, it is doubt
ful that the miners would have pure drink
ing water yet . 

Mr. President, that is just a brief word 
picture of the condition of their homes. 
I now desire to invite attention for a 
few moments to the so-called health and 
welfare fund which now exists in some · 
of the mine areas and some of the 
mining communities in America. Let 
me say, however, that the company 
hires the doctor, and pays the doctor 
such amount as it thinks necessary, out 
of the miner's earnings. That is the 
only type of health and welfare fund 
which is now in existence in the mining 
communities of this country. 

I have before me a pamphlet en
titled "Medical Care in Selected Areas 

·of the Applachian Bituminous Coal 
Fields," which is published by the Bu
r~au of Cooperative Medicine, 5 East 
57th St., New York City. I cannot at
test to the authenticity of this pamphlet, 
but the facts which it sets forth and the 
frightful conditions now existing in the 
mining communities which it portrays 
certainly indicate to me that the Con
gress should give consideration to these 
charges. Until we know the true facts 
until a committee .of the Senate has con~ 
sidered these charges carefully and 
completely, we .should not attempt to 
write legisl?.tion on the Senate floor. 

'+his pamphlet indicates that a survey 
was ma-de of the coal-mining regions of 
southern West Virginia and the adjacent 
parts of Virginia, Kentucky, and Ten- . 
nessee. The report states that-

Because of the isolation of most coal-min
ing camps in this hill country, there grew 
up many years ago the custom of employ
ing a doctor on a monthly basis, his income 
being deri~ep from_ wage deductions-

Through the check-off system;. but, of 
course, the fund was managed and op
erated by the employer. 

This practice had everywhere been recog
nized as necessary. Coal has long been a 
vital fuel and the demand for it opened 
fields and mines which were at one time far 
remo1ted from the conveniences and even ne
cessities of a more well-settled environ
ment. * * • Yet readily available med
ical care, particularly in view of the haz
ardpus nat-qre of the work, was a necessity 
to both miner and mine operator. The an
swer was to employ "camp physicians" and 
guarantee them a livelihood. This system 
took hold decades ago and, meeting the 
need, has survived. 

The funds are collected from the 
wages of the miners by the check-off 
method, and the disbursement of these 
collective funds appears to be made, as a 
rule, in one of three ways: 

First, the full amount of the wage deduc
tions at a given camp is turned over to t he 
mine doctor, sometimes after 10 percent has 
been deducted by .the compan y "for collect 
ing." Out of this sum , the doc.t or h as to pay 
for all medicines and for nurses in the rare 

. instances ~hen he has any. 

Or the disbursement of these collected 
funds is made in a second way. 1 ask 
Senators to give careful attention to the 
method which is now in use in many of 
the mining communities of our country. 
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This is the only health and welfare fund 
now in existence in our mines. 

The company turns the check-off for all 
its mines over to a single doctor, who then 
hires his assistants on salary. The surplus 
is his remuneration. The contract doctor 
may live anywhere. 

One did live in my city of Philadelphia, 
and he did as little of th.e actual medical 
work as he chose. True, he paid formed
icines and nurses if he employed them. 

This system has led to the contractor doc
tor's paying low salaries to his assista:t;tts and 
keeping unwarranted profits for himself. In 
one instance the contract doctor was taking 
in about $2,400 a month and paying salaries 
aggregating $1,200. In another case he took 
in $1,500 and paid out $250. In one instance 
of this kind, the doctor collects the check
off for five mining camps owned by the com
pany, hires one assistant to aid in the work, 
and uses part of the surplus money to pur
chase mining company stock. In another 
inst~nce, at a oamp in the Williamson area, 
the company has selected for the physician 
a man of 70 . who acts as a contractor. The 
doctor's sole expenditure is $300 a month 
for a young and able assistant who, single
handed, is expected to meet the medical 
needs of the camp, which consists of 5,000 
people. In this instance, the expenditure 
represents onry a fifth of the money checked 
off for medical services. 

The third method of disbursement of 
funds collected out of the wages of the 
miners for health services is ,as follows: 

The company keeps the entire check-off, 
hires the doctors on salary, furnishes medi
cines and nurses, if any, and puts the re
maining money into its general funds. This 
practice is growing more and more common. 

Remember that this survey was made 
in 1939, not many years ago. The com
pany keeps the entire check-off, hires 
the doctors on salary, and the balance is 
returned to its own general fund, the 
moneys being collected out of the wages 
of the miners. 

It seems to be highly objectionable to 
some Senators that the health and wel
fare fund should be managed by the 
union. But under the existing systems 
we find the company managing the so
called health and welfare fund which is 
contributed entirely by the miners. 

With respect to the third method of 
disbursement of funds it was found that 
one of the large companies in the area 
changed from method 2 to method 3 be
cause the company profited to the extent 
of $1,300 a month as a result. It is 
estimated that from one-third to one
fourth of the check-off was diverted into 
nonmedical purposes. · 

That is the health and welfare system 
that is practiced by the operators today. -
For these health services approximately 
$2,500,000 a year is regularly checked off, 
plus another $1,000,000 in extra charges, 
and a large portion of the total is diverted 
into ·the pockets of the companies and 
contract doctors who sublet the work. 

The report continues: 
Many df the physicians actually working 

at the mines are receiving salaries far too 
small for the work they are expected to do, 
and are prevented from raising their stand
ards through poverty, isolation, and company 
domination. Some of these men are well 
qualified for effective service and would wel
come an opportunity to render it. 

Those conditions should be, and I sub
mit must be and will be corrected. They 
can be corrected only by a health and 
welfare fund. 

In these mining communities there are 
also hospitalization funds. The report 
states: 

For 30 years or more it has been customary 
for the miners in this region to pay for 
hospitalization and professional care while 
in the hospital through wage deductions. 
Single men and families usually pay the same 
rate: $1.25 a month. As in the case of the · 
mine doctors, the companies check this 
money off and make no accounting of how it 
is expended. · The hospitals simply accept 
the checks which the companies send them 
without being able tQ find out whether they 
actually represent the whole amount col
lected from the employe~s. 

The usual plan includes all men working 
at the mine. The amounts paid give the 
hospitals a yearly total of $1,500 for every 
100 subscribers-a sum which should com
mand good service, especially since normal 
deliveries, contagious and chronic diseases, 
and work injuries are· not included. · 

... . 
Usually there are several small competing 

hospitals in the same town. It should be 
noted that this situation is almost unique 
in this country. In the entire United States 
as a whole, there. is an average of nine tax
or charity-supported general hospital beds to 
one that.is privately controlled; while in this 
area-

Particularly the mining area embra.ced 
in southern West Virginia and the ad
jacent parts of Virginia, Kentucky, and 
Tennessee-
the proportions are exactly reversed. Taking 
this region as a whole, there are not enough 
hospital beds. United States Government ' 
figures indicate that the minimum adequate 
standard is 4.5 general-hospital beds per 1,000 
population. In this area there are only about 
2.5 beds per 1,000. 

The report continues: 
These hospitals could not exist if it were 

not for the miners' payments but, just as 
in the case of the mine doctors, the c.om
panies entirely control the situation by con
trolling the check-off. In one instance the 
investigators were told that the construction 
of a new hospital building was financed 
through an increase in the men's wage de
ductions, but the operators kept the deed 
and later turned it over to a group of doctors. 

The report mentions the hospital 
equipment, and states that-

The equipment, in general, is fairly good 
for emergency surgery, but wretched in other 
respects. * • • 

Since hospital expenses are cut to the low
est possible point in order to make profits, 
each "list" patient's treatment is. made as 
cheap as possible. · 

The "list" patients are those who are 
eligible for treatment in the particular 

·hospital. 
·The mine doctor is discouraged frqm ~end

ing in patients. He is regarded as a "buck
passer" and the chief enemy 

1
of the hospital 

if he does so. 

i: now wish to discuss briefly the in
adequacy of the hospital servic.e provided 
by the so-called health-and-welfare fund 
which exists not only in this region, but 
in all the coal-mining regions, both soft 
and hard coal. 

The report further states: 
The greatest single complaint against hos

pital care by the miners is delay of treatment. 
Many cases such as the following were re
lated to the investigators, and many were well 
authenticated. A miner * • • reported 
that a family living nearby had been in
jured in an auto crash; the mother and 
father were killed outright and the three 
children were talcen to the hospital, where 
they wer~. according to this account, allowed 
to stay 2 days before being examined. One 
child died subsequently. 

In brief, then,

Says· the report-
the hospital service is disorganize.d, and run 
under disastrously competitive conditions, 
out of which each owner-doctor is trying 
to squeeze every possible penny. For this 
sort of service, in the whole region, the 
miners' regular payments r.eached $2,000,000 
yearly-and there is probably another half 
million in extra charges. It is reasonab!e to 
believe that this amount of money, if 
efficiently expended, could furnish excellent 
hospitalization not only for general illness, 
but also for children and for serious; acute, 
contagious Q.ise~tse . 

So, Mr. President, we find that in this 
small area $.2,500,000 is no~ being d~
ducted from miners' wages for hospitali
zation, and some $3,500,000 is deducted by 
the check-off system from the miners' 
wages for doctors' care. I repeat that the 
company hires the doctor, dictates· as to 
the hospital, pays such amounts as it 
thinks necessary out of the miners' earn
ings, pockets the balance, and it is im- · 
possible for the miners to do anything 
about it. 

The third problem in that area involves 
the matter of workmen's compensation. 
The study to which I have been referring, 
which was made in .a small, selected area, 
also concerned itself with workmen's 
compensation. I read further· from the 
report: 

According to the laws of all States but one 
the full expense of caring for such an in~ 
jury mpst be paid by the employer. He must 
pay all the medical and hospital bills of the 
tnjured man, and he must as -well pay the 
insured worker for the loss of time from his 
job. If the injury is severe and of a perma
nent nature, the employer indemnifies the 
man for his loss. 

The chief problems cop.fronting any worker 
in case of a compensable injury are two: 
(1) enforcing his legal right to satisfactory 
medical care and hospitalization at his em
ployer's expense, and (2). obtaining the cash 
benefits to which he is entitled by means of 
fair representation at compensation hear
ings. The miners of this w,hole region are 
badly handicapped in both respects. 

In investigating the sitUation in regard 
to workmen's compensation, the report 
goes on to state that-

It might be thought that a man could 
get around this difficulty by going to some 
doctor or hospital other than the ones to 
which he makes his check-off payments. This 
would be wholly impossible in Virginia, Ken
tucky, and Tennessee. However, because 
their compensation laws explicitly state that 
an injured employee . is obliged to accept 
whatever medical service his employer offers · 
him. Naturally, the employer usually offers 
the doctor and hospital paid by the men's 
wage-deductions and under the employer's 

. influence. If the man refuses the offered 
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treatment, he ·is no longer el:gible to receive 
compensation. 

• 
This whole situation was neatly summed 

up by a West Virginia attorney, who said, 
"By this method the employer, in effect, says 
to his employees, 'I will pay you compensa
tion for your injury, but you shall submit 
yourself to treatment and examination by 
doctors of my choosing and employment who. 
are, of course, paid by you, and if t}?.e doctors 
so selected by me and paid for by you, find 
any disability. I will pay in accordance with 
such findings.' " Numerous cases were re
ported to the committee where the camp 
doctor at the compensation hearing denied 
the existence of an injury that he had 
treated. 

So, Mr. President, to summarize those 
few conditions, let me say that the con
ditions relative to the doctors; the hos
pitals, and the .workmen's compensation 
in that small area are such that it is ap
parent that it is necessary to make 
changes in regard to the employment of 

, compensation experts and the selection 
of doctors and hospitals. ·The unions are 
insufficient in themselves to improve the 
situation; so long as there" is no integra
tion of medical services, no responsibility 
on the part of the doctors and the hos
pitals to the men they are attending, no 
competent professional authorities upon 
whom the men can rely for guidance, and 
no contractual obligations on the em
ployers to pay the medical check-off to 
the agencies the men select. That is 
what the men are asking for at this 
time, namely, that. they be allowed to 
select and manage their own health and 
welfare funds. 

Mr. President, now let me refer to the 
fact that there are many people who be
lieve that the inspection of the mines is 
not what it should be. So let us look for 
a moment at the facts · of that situation. 
In Pennsylvania, as in other States, the 
Federal Bureau of Mines inspects these 
properties and makes recommendations 
to the-State Department of Mines and the 
coal operators, but the Federal Bureau 
of Mines has no enforcement powers. 
Furthermore, in many cases the recom
mendations made by the experts of the 
Bureau of Mines are never carried out 
by the coal ope-rators. · 

In view of this fact, it is easily seen why 
the life insurance companies of America 
consider the mine workers poor risks. 
The safety laws of the anthracite coal 
mining industry-and of the bituminous 
coal mining industry, too-are, to put it 
very mildly inadequate. That is why the 
life insurance companies of America in 
all honesty can say in their prepared 
statement that "We do not issue personal" 
accident and health policies to coal min-:- . 
ers." They go even one step further, 
and declare, "Nor do .we include acci
dental means death benefit in ordinary 
policies issued to underground coal min
ers." That, it seems to me, tells a story 
in itself. · 

Mr. President, the statistics from the 
United States Department of Labor in
dicate that the average · number of dis
·abling injuries for each million hours 
of work done by mine employees during 
the years 1939, 1943, and 1944 are as 
follows: 

In 1939 the average number of dis
abling injuries for each million hours 

of work done by employees was 71 in the 
bituminous-coal-mining industry. In 
1943 the average was 67.2. In 1944 the 
average was 64.4. 

For the anthracite-coal-mining indus
try the figures are even more amazing. 
There was an average of 127.3 disabling 
injuries for each million hours of work 
done by employees in the anthracite
coal-mining fields in 1939.. In 1944 .the 
average was 81.3 injuries. 

Compare that record with the record 
for all manufacturing industries. There 
the average number of disabling injuries 
for each million hours of work done by 
employees was 14.9, as compared to an 
average of 127.3 disabling injuries in the 
anthracit~-coal-mining fields in th.e year· 
1939. In 1944 there was an average of 
18.4 injuries per million hours of work 
done by employees in all the manufac
turing industries of America. We can 

. well see why the miners have so much 
difficulty in securing insurance policies. 

The construction industry affords an
other comparison· which might well be 
mentioned. In the construction indus
try the average injuries were 47.8, as 
compared to 71.0 in the bituminous-coal
mining industry and 127.3 in the anthra
cite-coal-mining fields for 1939. 

Of course, Mr. President, if you are a 
United States Senator, subject only every 
6 years to the firing of the ballots, or if 
you are a member of any branch of the 
armed forces and thereby liable to death 
on the battlefield, you can get all the 
insurance necessary; but God help you if 
you are a miner and go down where the 
demons of death are playing around you 
while you work. You can get no insur
ance of this nature. 

We cannot definitely blame the insur
ance companies, who are not, as a rule, 
in the business of philanthropy, and who 
know full well the risks encountered by 
the smudged-faced men who dig coal. 

These are the men whose plight is not 
being forcibly brought to the attention 
of the country. They are the men who, 
when death visits them, leave behind des
titute widows and orphans. They are the 
men who can rarely look beyond the 
needs of the moment, who can save piti
fully little from their hard-earned 
weekly wages. So they ask for a health 
fund. Why not? Certainly, welfare 
funds are nothing new in America. 
Such · funds have been in existence in 
this country since a way back in the 
1880's, shortly after the War Between 
the States. They never amounted to 
much. However, they were in existence, 
and they set the pattern for others. .I 
am told that the Washington Evening 
Star, a great newspaper of this city, es
tablished a welfare fund for its employees 
back in the early 1880's, and that after
ward it became a model for all social- · 
security set-ups. 

After the social-security program, 
which was established a few years ago, 
got under way the union labor of this 
country, of its own accord, set out to do 
something' along the same lines for its 
membership. So today we have the 
great funds which were brought into be
ing by such labor groups as the Interna
tional Ladies' Garment Workers' Union, 
and others. If it is possible for the coat 

makers, the Cloak makers, the dress 
makers, the shirt makers, and the socks 
makers of America to have health-bene
fit and welfare programs, why is it not 
feasible for a great nation like"the United 
States to give similar consideration to · 
the men who face death and il_lness every 
time they walk into a mine? 

Although the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Virginia has been 
modified, and another substitute may be 
offered, the pesent controversy over the 
Case bill began on the floor of the Senate 
with the submission of an amendment 
which would have made it illegal for the 
employer to pay, or for the employee to 
demand or receive any moneys by way of 
a health and welfare fund. . In fact, no 
muneys were to be received other than 
by way of compznsation apd check-off. 
Mr. President, I am rather amazed that 
any Senator, or any person or any group 
of persons, would advocate such a pro
posal in the face of the frightful and con
temptible conditions which exist in the 
mines and the mining towns of this 
country.. 

From the clamor which has taken 
place here, one would be led to believe 
that the miners are trying to raid the 
United States Treasury, or are trying to 
rob the banks and sell their Nation down 
the river when all they are asking for is 
social justice. Others have obtained 
such justice. Others are receiving it at 
the present time. Why should not the 
miners receive it? 

I have heard no objection voiced in 
the Senate against the situation which 
I have outlined and which now exists in 
the mining communities of the Nation. 
But as soon as the miners seek a health 
and welfare fund, which th~y certainlY 
should have, and to which they are justly 
entitled, immediately a frightful furore 
is raised. _ 

Of course, there has been some modi
fication of the amendment, but I repeat 
I am rather surprised and disappointed 
that any Senator should try to make it 
ill~gal for employers and employees, 
mmers and operators, to build up a fund 
in o'rder to improve the frightful condi
tions under which miners are now re
quired to live and work. Barbers receive 
protection, and printers and bartenders 
are not thrown upon the mercy of organ
ized charity when their time comes to 
retire to the shadows. I see no reason in 
God'~ world why the mine workers, who 
certamly do not breathe conditioned air 
when they plug away at their livelihood 
should not receive the same considera~ 
tion. The conditions under which the 
miners exist and live ca,nnot be realized 
unless one goes into a mining town and 
descends into the mines. Then he may 
realize just what it is that the miners are 
seeking. 

I repeat that I hold no brief for Mr. 
John L. Lewis. He has made many mis
takes. He has been arrogant and un
bending. I do, however, advocate the 
cause of 200,000 Pennsylvanians, and 
300,000 other miners in America, be
c~use they are certainly entitled to the 
protection of the United States Benate. 
I would expect Senators to advocate the 
creation oJ a fund for miners instead of, 
as was done in the early p~rt of the de-
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bate-, stand in the way of the creation of 
such a fund. 

So, Mr. President, I plead, as did the 
Senator from Oregon, that at this mo
ment we not allow -ourselves to be carried 
away by hysteria, but that we realize that 
the problem now confronting us will not 
be solved by any legislative proposal 
which may be adopted within the next 
day or the next week. This entire con
troversy should be referred to a commit
tee of the Senate where it can be con
sidered carefully and thoroughly in open 
hearings, and where the entire situation ~ 
may be thoroughly and objectively in
vestigated. If that is done, much good 
can be accomplished. But I fear that 
the pending measure will turn out to be 
another Smith-Connally Act. I believe 
that the Senate will pass a bill which, at 
a later date, most Senators will regret 
and label a mistake. So I hope, Mr. 
President, that in the further debate on 
this mea&ure Members of the Senate will 
continue to consider the matter factual
ly and impartially, and give thought and 
consideration to the plight of the miners 
who now need help and assistance. 

Freedom from fear and freedom from 
want, freedom from disease and freedom 
from company domination are the fun
damental liberties which the coal miners 
of America ask the Senate of the United 
States to guarantee them. What will be 
the answer of the Senate? What will be 
its decision? 

The ACTING PRES!I)ENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I wish to 
say a few words not on the subject of the 
bill, but on the · subject of the Byrd 
amendment. 

The Byrd amendment, and the substi
tute for it, have aroused a certain amount 
of criticism . . The occasion for the Byrd 
amendment and the substitute for it was 
the criticism which had been made of 
existing conditions. The substitute was 
offered this morning on behalf of the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] and 
myself, and was in the nature of an 
attempt to suggest legislation which 
would meet the objections of· thm::e who 
have seen fit to criticize the existing situ
ation, as well as those who have_ seen fit 
to criticize -the provisions of the Byrd 
amendment itself. 

It seems hardly necessary to do more 
than to read the provisions of the sub
stitute. I believe its purposes are set 
forth clearly. At the proper place in the 
bill it proposes to insert the following: 

SEc. -. It shall not be deemed to be un
lawfu l under any law of the United States for 
an employer or a group of employees engaged 
in an indust ry affecting commerce, sepa
rately, or jointly to establish and maintain a 
fund for the provision of hospital, medical, 
and home nursing care and services, voca
tional rehabilitation, and other benefits to 
promote the welfare of such employees: Pro'.. 
v ided , That, wherever such fund is adminis
tered exclusively by such employer or by such 
employees, it shall be administered in accord
ance with such regulations as may be pre
scribed by the Federal Security Administra• 
tor to assure the equitable administration of 
the fund for the purposes for which it was 
established and to provide for a public audit 

,of such fund. Whoever violates such regula
tions shall be punishable by a fine of $10,000 
or imprisonment for 6 months or both. 

Mr. President, the substitute amend
ment does not go outside the question 

·of establishing a health and welfare fund 
. and its administration in accordance 
with the purposes for which it would be 
established. Such funds are usually 
established as the result of collective 
bargaining, and are jointly administered 
in such a way that the employer and the 
employee are given an opportunity to see 
that the funds are administered fairly 
according to the purposes for which they 
were provided. But when one party ex
clusively, either the employer or the 

. employee, controls and admini'sters the 
fund there is no check which can be exer
cised upon it. Therefore it seems that in 
such cases the public should step in and 
see that the fund is administered accord-

. ing to its established purposes, and a 
public audit should be macie. To that ex
tent, the proposed substitute answers the 
critics of the existing situation, and of 
the Byrd amendment in particular. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GREEN. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. As I understand, 

the amendment which has been offered 
by the able Senator from Rhode Island 

· deals with funds administered by the em
ployer or the representatives of the em
ployee, but does not deal with funds 
which may be administered by a joint 
board. Am I correct in that statement? 

.Mr. GREEN. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. I am absolutely 

in favor of such funds being placed under 
the control and direction of some depart
ment of the Government. Would the 
Senator be willing to modify his amend
ment so that it would apply to joint 
boards of the character to which I have 
referred? 

Mr. GREEN. The reason for the 
amendment not providing for an ar
rangement of that nature is this: An 
effort was made to achieve the purpose 
of the fund with as little public partici
pation as possible. In the case of joint 
administration, the employee has an op
portunity to exercise a check on the 
employer, and the employer has an op
portunity to exercise a check on the 
employee. That has in the past accom
plished the purpose. The main crit
icism is directed at a case where the 
employees administer the fund. It ·is 
claimed they may use it ror other pur.
poses, or, where the employer alone ad
ministers the fund, then the employees 
claim it will not be used for the agreed 
purposes. So there, and there alone, the 
public becomes interested in seeing that 
there is faithful administration and a 
public accounting. That is the explana
tion. I believe, as the Senator from Vir
ginia has previously stated, that the less 
interference by the Government there is 
in the administration between employees 

1 

and employers, the better. So the 
amendment is limited to what seemed to 
me to meet the situation. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. GREEN. I yield. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. If the Senator 
will indulge me, I wish to say that, from 
my own viewpoint, I am heartily in favor 
of positive action which Will assure any 
welfare fund that will be - helpful in 
maintaining the safety and health of 
workers in any industry. That is par
ticularly so as to the hazardous indus
try of coal mining. But it seems to me 
that these funds, if they are to be ad
ministered without complaint; from 
either side, should be administered by 
joint representatives of the employers 
and the employees. I think the Sen
ator's amendment, so far as it requires 
an accounting and supervision, is excel
lent, but I wish the amendment of the 
able Senator were changed so that it 
would deal with all funds, including 
those . controlled by joint boards, and 
make them subject to the same account-
ing and responsibility. · 

Mr. GREEN. I have no objection to 
such an amendment to the substitute. 
My only purpose, as I said before, was to 
limit the provisions to those which were 
necessary in view of the discussion of this 
particular subject on the floor of the 
Senate. There has been no discussion of 
the administration of funds jointly con
trolled. The criticism has been of funds 
such as the Senator from Pennsylvania 
has just been describing, administered by 
the employers alone, or funds to be ad
ministered by the employees alone, as has 
been proposed by Mr. Lewis. This 
amendment, I think, meets those two 
criticisms. If the Senator from West 
Virginia or any other Senator wishes to 
amend by adding such a provision as has 
been suggested, I have no objection. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Will the Senator 
yield again? · 

Mr. GREEN. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. The Senator has 

very kindly permitted me to interrupt his 
discussion, and would he be wiiling, fol
lowing the view I have expressed, to see 
to it that all funds are jointly · admin
istered, instead of being administered by 
either the employer alone or the em
ployees alone? 

Mr. GREEN. I would not be willing to 
-have such a directive by the Government, 
because I think that the best results are 
achieved as a result of collective bargain
ing, and where the Government steps in 
and dictates the terms on which employ
ers and employees come to an agreement, 
it is not nearly so successful, in the main, 
as when they come to an agreement vol
untarily among themselves. 

Mr. REVE~COMB. The Senator has 
built up a situation which is quite appeal
ing to me, if some changes can be made. 
If I may say so to the able Senator, we 
have opportunity now to t r · e out of the 
picture, as I se~ it, for all time, disputes 
between the employer and the employees 
as to administration, so that neither 
could object to the method by which the 
fund was managed. The employer would 
not have complete control of it, the em
ployees would not have complete control 
of it, and a Government agency would 
oversee as to whether or not it was used 
for proper purposes. 

I am thinking about the mJ.n who is 
the real · beneficiary,· the worker himself. 
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I think that any safeguard .which can be 
thrown around the fund, to see that it is 
used for the proper purpose, is desirable. 
However, so far as welfare funds are con
cerned-and I am for a welfare fund, and 
I hope there will be welfare funds in every 
industry, properly administered-are we 
not here presented with the opportunity 
to forever remove a source of dispute be
tween employers and employees over the 
control- of the fund, when we place them 
in joint control, under supervision of the 
Government? 

Mr. GREEN. As I have said, I am in 
sympathy with the idea that there shall 
be no dispute arising, and I do not think 
the record of joint control shows that 
disputes of serious import have arisen. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. That is one very 
good reason why joint control should be 
provided. · · 

Mr. GREEN. rt ·is. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. If the Senator will 

write into his amendment a provision 
that such funds shall be jointly con
trolled and jointly accounted for to the 
Government agency named, he will have 
a very sound argument. 

Mr. GREEN. That goes far beyond 
the purpose of my amendment. The 
purpose is to avoid the dispute which has 
arisen owing to the so-called Byrd 
amendment, and that is all. I am not 
tryi11g to discuss the bill in general, and 
I think an entirely new question is raised 
by the Senator's suggestion that we 
shou~d direct how the welfare funds are· 
to be administered. All my amendment 
purports to do is to provide that where, 
Of\e or the other party exclusively has 
control the fund shall be administered 

· according to the provisions under which 
it is set up. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. We are directing 
what shall be done so far as concerns 
accounting and showing to the Govern
ment agency what is being made of the 
money. Why not go a step further and 
take out forever this everlasting dispute 

· as to who shall control the fund, and 
provide by the able Senator's amend
ment that it shall be a joint fund, under 
the supervision of the Government? 

Mr. GREEN. My answer is that the 
prospect of success is far greater where 
the fund is set up and its purpose is desig
nated as a result of collective bargain
ing, than it would be if it were dictated by 
the Government 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Rhode Island yield? 

Mr. GREEN. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Does the Senator's 

amendment provide for any control of 
an employers' :fund, as where the coal 
operators would raise &. fund and ex
act from the consumer a certain price 
for coal? 

Mr. GREEN. The amendment relates 
purely to welfare funds. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. ,There is no provi
sion to take care of the so-called em
ployers' funds? 

Mr. GREEN. If the welfare fund is 
administered by the . employers, the 
amendment would apply. If it is ad
ministered by the employees alone, it 
would apply. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It has been stated 
on the Senate floor as a fact that there is 
exacted on every ton of ·coal, and added 

_j 

to the price to the consumer, a certain 
amount which the employer uses for a 
so-called trade association fund. The 
employers have sole· control of that. 
There is no accounting of it. But when 
the miner wants to have the same priv
ilege, of exacting a price per ton of coal, 
there is a great dispute as to who should 
administer the fund. I wondered if the 
Senator's amendment provided any ac
counting for the employ·er's fund that is 
now exacted. 

Mr. GREEN. This morning I offered 
two amendments, and the pending _ 
amendment is the first one. The other 

.one relates to the matter .which the Sen
ator now brings up, and we will probably 
have an opportunity to discuss that later. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am wondering 
also what the Senator's viewpoint is 
about so-called welfare funds which have 
been set up in some instances in small 
amounts, and probably in small concerns. 
I know two .or three instances of my own 
knowledge where the employer does not 
wish to have anything to do with the 
fund. If the Byrd amendment were 
adopted,_ such an employ~e would be 
forced to participate in the fund, where 
voluntarily he would like to stay out. 
Does the Senator's amendment cure that 
situation? 

Mr. GREEN. My amendment provides 
. that the fund, where it is exclusively ad
. ministered by either party, shall be sub
ject to Government examination to see 
that the purposes for which it is set up 
are carried out, and that there shall be 
a public audit. , 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to the. 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Rhode Island [MR. GREEN] as a substi
tute for the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] as 
modified. 

Mr. MEAD obtained the floor. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. MEAD. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Dnes the Senator from New York 
yield for that purpose? 

Mr. MEAD. It is not necessary, so far 
as I am concerned, to have a quorum, but 
I yield, so long as the suggestion has 
been made. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
pure. The clerk will call the roll. 
· The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following ·Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Andrews 
Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 

Gerry M:;Farland 
Green McMahon 
Guffey Magnuson 
Gurney Mead 
Hart Millikin 
Hatch Mitchell 
Hawkes Moore 
Hayden Morae 
Hickenlooper Murdock 
Hill Murray 
Ho€y · Myers 
Huffman O'Dai!.iel 
Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Johnston, S.C. Overton 
Kilgore Pepper 
Knowland Radcliffe 
La Follette Reed · 
Langer Revercomb 
Lucas R::>bertson 
McCarmn Russell 
McClellan Saltonstall 

Shipstead 
Smith 
Stanfill 
Stewart 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 

Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Tydings · 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walsh 

Wheeler 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Wilson 
Young 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Eighty-three Senators having an
swered to their names, a quorum is pres
ent. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, there 
seems to be t\70 distinct schools of 
thought represented by those engaged in 
the debate on this very vital and im
portant legislation. Those repre~enting 
one school defend the voluntary system 
for the settlement of disputes, and urge 
that a continuation of collective barg!lin
ing is the best and the most democratic 
method for the settlement of strikes. 
Those who repr~sent another school of 
thought feel that compulsion is essen
tially necessary and that it will work out 
more successfully in this particular field 
than will the voluntary method. 

Mr. President, I ascribe to both groups 
the honesty of purpose and the desire to 
be of service to the country that is com
mon to all our general endeavors, andes
pecially when a serious crisis is upon us. 

But,' in view of the seriousness of the 
situation, because of the lmig line of ex
perience and tradition that is available 
on the subject, and also because of the 

_fact that anything we may do at this 
time will require further action on the 
part of the Hou.se, and will not affect the 
present industrial difficulty, but will have 
an effect on the future relations between 

· management and industry, I think we 
ought , to go into the subject at great 
length, and should endeavor to find the 
right answers. We could very well re
view the experience of forward-looking 
countries all over the world, and de
termine whether or not we desire to im
prove the structure we have built here 
over the years, or whether we desire to 
tear it down and start on a new highway 
of compulsory legislation. 

Mr. President, I agree that in the polit
ical platforms of all the parties, national 
and State, the platform makers, as one of 
the essential musts in the perfection of 
a platform, espouse the cause of collec-

. tive bargaining in order to recommend 
themselves whole-heartedly to the cause 
of organized labor. I recogmze the fact 
that there is a different feeling in the 
Senate at this time than is to be found in 
the atmosphere of the political conven
tion when a platform is being written to 
attract the prestige and the support of 
large groups of the people. But, Mr. 
President, I do not believe that we are 
in the. proper atmosphere, when we are 
perhaps motivated by feeling, when we 
are exercised to the point of impatience 
or anger, to give the proper considera
tion to legislation having the long-range 
objective of bringing about an industrial 
peace which we all hope will be attained. 

I wish to lay before the Senate some of 
' the experiences of forward-looking coun
tries in the field qf labor disputes. I wish 
to point out to my colleagues the experi
ences of the English-speaking countries, 
and show how they have traversed these 
several fields, how unsuc~essful they have 
been when compulsion was the heart and 
center of their legislative endeavor, and 
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how successful they were when they ac- ~ 
corded to the worker a status in the en
joyment of rights and privileges equal to 
that granted to everyone else by the par
ticular government. · 

established practice of this Government, 
it occurs to me that we ought to study 
them and their application here and in 
other countries, and endeavor to refine, 
protect, and improve upon the volun
tary method, rather than to destroy it in 
the heat and passion of a crisis such as 
that which confronts us today. No one 
regrets more than I do the growing pa
ralysis of the strikes which are upon ·us. 
No one hopes more fervently for their 
quick and permanent settlement than I 
do: I offer the best information I have 
to my colleagues in the Senate in order 
that I may aid in bringing about the in
dustrial peace which we all hope to ob-

I hold that the abandonment of a tra
ditional and .time-tested policy should 
never be undertaken except upon ade
quate proof that such a move is necessary 
and that the proposed new and substi- . 
tuted policy constitutes an assured and 
undoubted betterment. Is the course 
which it is proposed to take in the pas
sage of the bill as passed by the House 
of Represet.tatives, or the bill which will 
be approvai by the Senate if we adopt 
the pending amendments, an improve
ment over 1the voluntary methods now in 
vogue, or is it a better course than would 
be the course of continuing the voluntary 
method with such perfections as experi
ence, study, and research would permit? 

I do not believe that the general sound
ness of that observation will be disputed 
by anyone. That it is particularly perti
nent to governmental policy in respect to 
the stoppage of industrial relations is so 
obvious as to require no further argu
ment whatsoever. It is certainly the tra
ditional policy of this country. It has 
been the policy of the national parties in 
this country and, indeed, in all English
speaking commonwealths throughout 
the world, to accord to labor complete 
freedom in the right to organize and to 
function under such organization unaf
fected by government domination, by re
straint, or. by intimidation. 

In its application to private industry · 
thi§ policy · recognizes the right of any 
individual or group of individuals to stop 
work whenever ·dissatisfied with the 
terms and conditions of their employ
ment. Likewise, it · accords to the em
ployer the right to reject his employees' 
demands and to suspend his plant oper
ations. 

It is the duty of the Government, how
ever, to afford to both parties the most 
effective steps by which these disputes 
can be conciliated, arbitrated, or settled 
by the effort of the Government in bring
ing the parties together. There is the 
further discipline which should recom
mend itself to the responsible leadership 
of both groups, and even to the groups 
themselves, namely, that both groups are 
patriotic enough to preserve the institu
tions of the Government which would 
protect them in those rights. So, Mr. 
President, we have the discipline com
mon in the democratic state, as con
trasted with the lack of discipline in the 
totalitarian state. 

In addition to pride of citizenship in 
a State which grants to the individual 
the liberties which he enjoys in such a 
State, we have the services of the Gov
ernment, with the conciliator who comes 
around at the beginning of the dispute; 
the med!_ation board, which volunteers 
its services, and to which both groups are 
usually anxious to present their case; 
and finally, arbitration, as is the case 
under the Railway Labor Act, is brought 
into effect whenever a dispute becomes 
of major importance. 

So, Mr. President, we have several op
portunities for the settlement of dis
putes. With such opportunities the 
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tain. "' 
I Ieel that once we depart from this 

basic policy-a policy approved by both 
the Republican and Democratic Earties 
and embraced by the Congress of the 
United States on a number of occa
sions-and attempt to take away either 
of these rights from the employer or 
employee through the exercise of Gov
ernment police power, it is not difficult 
to foresee continued and further pro
gressive encroachment upon the rights 
of our citizens in many particulars which 
heretofore have been deemed fundamen
tal in the Americaa concept of democ
racy. 

In his testimony before the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Education last 
January, Mr. William H. Davis, a dis
tinguished authority in the field of in
dustrial relations, made this statement: 

The creative adventure of 'the conference 
table loses all color of reality if the workers 
have been deprived of their right to reject 
management's offer and quit, or if manage
ment has lost its right to refuse the workers' 
terms and close the plant. It is in the last 
analysis the pressure of this right to strike 
or to lock out that keeps the parties at the 
conference table, that tests their courage, re
sourcefulness, and decision. 

Mr. President, on the subject of strikes, 
no one has yet come forward with a plan 
for the abolition of strikes which at the 
same time does not interfere with the 
free operation of collective bargaining. 
It is impossible to see how this miracle 
can be · performed by this or any other 
legislative body. The gesture. in that di
rection through the so-called Smith
Connally Act proved to be a mere gesture 
indeed, and it certainly disappointed its 
enthusiastic supporters and sponsors. In 
my judgment, it was the occasion of 

· more strikes than would have been the 
case without the Smith-Connally Act. It 
should constitute a warning against the 
temptation to enact legislation of this 
kind in the heat of resentment over some 
specific or isolated incidents. 

No reasonable person looks with un
co9-cern upon strikes, and particularly 
those which seriously interfere with the 
economic life and the welfare of the gen
eral public. In respect to such strikes it 
is natural that there should arise con
siderable clamor for drastic prohibitory 
regulations-and this, unfortunately, 
without thoughtful consideration of the 
consequences of such legislation. In ir
ritation or in impatience over temporary 
inconvenience or interruption of custom
ary facilities and services, we are apt to 
f~rget that a remedy can often be worse 

than the ailment for which it is pre
scribed. 

Mr. President, in this controversy 
Senators on both sides of the question 
are anxious to prevent strikes. Yet in 
the light of the experiences of nations 
it is evident, it seems to me, that the 
sponsors of the pending measure are pur
suing the wrong course. Their course is 
not the highway to industrial peace. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr: TYD
INGS in the chair). Does the Senator 
from New York yield to the Senator from 
California? 

Mr. MEAD. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Does not my dis

tinguished colleague from the State of 
New York recognize the fact that there 
is a relative right as between the right 
to strike, on the one hand, and the right 
of 140,000,000 Americans to work and to 
exist and to prevent the economic stran
gulation of the Nation? 

Mr. MEAD. Yes; I agree that there is 
a relative right. But if we carry . that to 
the farthest point we deny any one with
in that population of 140,000,000 the 
right to strike, because of the effect of 
such strike upon the other persons in 
the Nation who are not at the time strik
ing. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. As a matter of fact, 

taking a rather simple example, we 
realize that the motorist has a right to 
drive his car, and yet we impose upon him 
an obligation not to drive his car reck
lessly, not to endanger life and proverty. 
We confer on pro·perty owners certain · 
rights in relation to their ·own property, 
and yet they have an obligation not to 
construct a factory in a residential dis
trict. We confer certain rights upon the 
hunter, and yet we also impose upon him 
the obligation not to hunt out of season 
or to fire his gun in a city, where life and 
property might be endangered. 

It seems to me that in this case, when 
we now have the pa;:alysis of a great 
railroad strike which already has started 
while the Senate has been discussing 
this matter, and when a great coal strike 
is closing down and strangling the eco
nomic life of 140,000,000 people, both the 
Congress of the United States and the 
President of the United States ·have a 

· grave responsibility continually to con
sider and develop the solution of this 
problem, so that these relative ·rights 
may be worked out with some degree of 
fairness. But to say that any group or 
any man has a right to strangle this Na
tion is something which I do not believe 
the Senate or the House of Representa
tives can sit idly by and accept. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, there is 
no.doubt that we must have traffic regu
lations, criminal laws, penitentiaries, and 
State prisons. I agree that the regula
tions which have been mentioned by my 
able colleague the Senator from Cali
fornia are beneficial, even to the mo
torist who is behind the wheel. But if 
we apply that principle to the men who 
work in the mines and if we tell them 
that they bave .no right whatsoever to 
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endanger others, then I say, Mr. Presi
dent, that the miners forever and a day 
will work in the dangerous mines, in the 
bowels of the earth, where one explosion 
after another occurs, making it the most 
hazardous enterprise on earth, and they 
will c"ntinue to live in company hovels, 
to be r.aised, as they have been in the 
past, as has been pointed out by a dis
tinguished writer whose articles have 
appeared in one of the Washington news
papers, emaciated weaklings unable to 
enjoy-the standards of life of the ordi
nary, common, everyday laborer. 

Mr. President, we must. consider, as did 
Abraham Lincoln and as did all the other 
outstanding men . of America, that a 
man's liberty is something quite different 
from the incidental privileges men have. 
A man's liberty is a sacred right which 
he possesses, and it cannot be put on a 
par with driving an automobile or with 
the dollars of a corporation or with the 
regulations which . are incident to the 
operation of a large municipality. In a 
democratic nation there are certain dif
ferences between the basic rights of hu
man beings, who give their blood and their 
sweat, and I include their right to bar
gain collectively, and the right of regu
lation insofar as traffic conditions are 
concerned or insofar as any similar reg
ulations which may be necessary are con
cerned. 

I am endeavoring to point out how suc
cessful the voluntary methods are and 
how unsuccessful the compulsory meth
ods are, because I am endeavoring to 
stop strikes and to prevent their recur
rence. Before I conclude I think I shall 
be able to point out, even to the satis
faction pf some of my colleagues on the 
other side of this issue, that there are 
more strikes where . compulsion is the 
rule of the law than there are where vol
untary methods are encouraged. No one 
regrets more than I do the slow economic 
paralysis which seems to be creeping over 
our country. Mr. President, if I had my 
way about it I would, insofar as I am con
cerned, make any sacrifice to bring; about 
the industrial peace which we need so 
badly at this particular period of our 
history. To do it in the right way is all 
that I am endeavoring to 'point out. · 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Has not the able Sen

ator from New York just put his hand 
upon the focal point of the controversy 
here? All of us are striving to reduce 
industrial strife and to produce industrial 
peace. One point of view is that we can 
achieve that objective better by strin
gencies and by certain compulsions. The 
other point of view is that by strengthen
ing the arbitration and mediation and 
conciliation services of the Government 
and by trying to achieve social and eco
nomic justice we- shall in the long run 
obtain better results in respect to the 
achievement of those objectives. Is not 
that the essential controversy which pre
vails here at the present time? 
· Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, that is the 

history of labor disputes in England, in 
Canada, in Australia, in New Zealand, 
and in these United States. So I am in 
thorough accord with the sentiments 
expressed by my able · colleague from 

Florida. I wish to revise and improve 
and project into the future the helpful 
services which we have developed in the 
past. 

Mr. President, in regard to strikes, as 
I have said, no one has yet come forward 
with a plan for the abolition of strikes 
which at the same time does not inter
fere with the free operation of collective 
bargaining. Let me point out again that 
in the ordinary course of the enactment 
of legislation our efforts this afternoon 
will not affect the strikes which are 
pending today. The measure now under 
consideration Will have to be debated. 
Amendments offered to it will have to be 
accepted or rejected. Then the measure 
will have to go back to the House of 
Representatives, and there it probably 
will be debated again. Finally, perhaps, 
it will go, for at least a brief period, to 
the conferees. Thereafter it may come 
back to the Senate. But I am hopeful, 
and I think everyone else is, and I believe 
that everyone believes that these strikes 
will be over when this measure actually 
becomes the law. 

If we were considering an emergency 
measure which applied only to the 
instant strike, then we could talk about 
its relation to the instant strike. But I 
am sure it will be popular today, in many 
quarters, to attack the miners who are 
out on strike, even though we are un
familiar with the unfortunate circum~ 
stances under which they live and work, · 
even though mines all over the world 
presented the highest percentage of 
strikes during the war and in the postwar 
period-and that, Mr. President, because 
of the hazard of the occupation and 
because of the unfortunate, poor eco
nomic conditions associated with those 
who work in that industry. 

So, Mr. President, while what some of 
us are seeking to do may not be popular 
today; yet in the long run if we endeavor 
conscientiously and seriously to work for 
industrial peace, to repair and improve 
and rebuild the structure which we have 
built through the years, rather than 
to destroy it with a so-called atomic· 
bomb, I am sure that those of us .who 
are seeking a permanent system to bring 
about a more enduring industrial peace 
will be doing a greater service. 

Mr. President, in developing an argu
ment for strike avoidance by bargain
ing_:_and this matter bears directly on 
the subject I am discussing-Sumner H. 
Slichter, professor of economics at Har
vard University, recently set forth the 
view that a period of strikes may be a 
necessary prelude to a prolonged period 
9f industrial peace. He warned that it 
is impractical to ajtempt to prevent 
strikes, and pointed to two major bene
fits of strong unions, namely, forcing the 
development of efficiency in manage
ment, and stimulating technological im
provements through upward pressure of 
wage rates. 

I think that fact is recognized in this 
country and in other English-speaking 
countries. I traveled through most of 
those countries during the war. I saw 
evidences of their tremendous industrial 
production under the stimulus of labor 
organizations. I also saw evidence of the 
dead, decadent, and slowing up of pro-

., duction in the unorganized, backward, 
enslaved, and exploited countries. If it 
had not been for our country and other 
forward-looking countries in which dig
nified labor had the right to organize and 
bargain collectively, and stimulate effi
ciency and production, we would not have 
won the war. So, Mr. President, I was 
strengthened in my belief that the sys
tem which prevails within our own be
loved Republic is not a system which 
would destroy but is one which the 
backward nations of the world could 
well employ. 
, I repeat that Professor Slichter warned 

that it is impractical to attempt to pre
vent strikes, and pointed to two major 
benefits of strike unions, namely, forcing 
the development of efficiency in manage
ment, and stimulating technological im
provements through upward pressure of 
wage rates. 

This experienced observer pointed out 
four major problems. Mr. President, I 
wish to bring those problems to the at
tention of the Senate. I have before me 
a copy of Labor Relations Reporter, in 
which there is an article on the subject 
of strike avoidance by bargaining. It 
reads as follows: 

In a recent article offering answers to four 
major problems of postwar labor relations 
Sumner H. Slichter, Lamont professor of 
economics, Harvard University, set forth the 
view that a period of strikes may be a neces
sary prelude to an era of industrial peac;:e. 
He warned that it is impractical to attempt 
to prevent strikes and I ointed to two major 
benefits from strong unions-forcing the de
velopment of efficiency in management and 
stimulating technological improvements 
through the upward pressure of wage rates. 

The article appears in the current issue o! 
the Yale Review under the title "Strikes and 
the Public Interest." Portions quoted are 
reproduced by permission of Yale University 
Press, holder of the copyright. 

FOUR MAJOR PROBLEMS 

The four major problems stated are: 
1. how to restor~ collective bargaining 

after . its partial eclipse while the War Labor 
Boarc settled disputes. He recommended 
per:u1itting the parties to obtain the best 
bargain3 procurable with their economic 
strength, the Govern~ent remaining neutral 
and aiding neither side. 

2. How to protect the public against in
terruption of production. Among the recom
mendations were that strikes and lock-outs 
be pel·mitted as a necessary means of educa
tion as to how far the parties would go with
out resor~ing to economic warfare. Professor 
S.licht~r recommended also that "cooling off" 
periods in case of great emergency should be 
required at the rUscretion of a Government 
conciliator. 

3. How · to develop satisfactory adherence 
to contracts. This problem, it was suggested, 
would solve itself in 2 or 3 years. 

4. How to deal with inter-union jurisdic
tional disputes. As a partial solution, it was 
suggested t~at the Labor Relations Board be 
authorized to issue cease and desist '>rders· to 
prevent picketing and other st.ike activities 
~hen th9 purpose is to compel the employer 
to violate the Wagner Act, withdrawal of 
bargaining right.. being used as a remedial 
sanction. 

UTILITY OF UNIONS 

The long-range utility of unionization 
from the standpoint-of economic welfare was 
set forth by Professor Slichter as follows: -

"Undoubtedly, unions on the whole are an 
influence for better management. They in
sist ·that ~am:.gements use orderly processes, 
that the responsibilities· of both supervisors 
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and workers be clearly defined, that mana
gerial decisions be based on principles and 
careful consideration of facts that supervisors 
be able to justify their decisions. In the 
setting of rates, in the introduction of tech
nological changes, in the handling of lay- . 
otis, and in many other cases, union pressure 
and criticism are compelling 'off-the-cuff' 
decisions ~o l'le replaceC: by carefully formu
lated policies. Union pressure for_ better 
working conditions is slowly changing the . 
approach c :.l management toward new prob
lems--compelling the attitude of 'It cannot 
be done' to be replaced by ' 'Let us -see what 
we can do ?.bout it.' Unions are a major in
fluence in developing management which 
has no counterpart for efficiency and social 
responsibility in any other country in the 
wor1d . 

"Unions are subjecting wages to far 
stronger upward pressure than our economy 
has ever witnessed. Even when unions were 
weak, wages were subject to a tremendous 
upward pressure. Between 1840 and 1940, 
hourly earnings in the United States rose 
about ninefold. They advanced so rapidly 
that, despite rapid technological progress, 
there was a small rise in the index of prices. 
During the last decade of this period, from 
1930 to 1940, when unions had become strong, 
wages rose so rapidly relative to prices that 
total pay rolls fell-the first decade in which 
such a drop occurred. This experience shows 
that the upward pressure on wages can be 
too strong. Nevertheless, upward pressure 
upon wages can be tremer.dously useful in 
stimulating technological research. If over
done, it can produce chronic unemployment 
on a large scale. If not overdone, it can help 

- American industry continue to increase its 
productivity faster than the industry of a~y 
other country." 

The major problems confronting labor re
lations today, Professor Stichter explained, 
are in part due to the war and in part due 

· to the 12 years of governmental encourage
ment of union organization. 

The pursuit of the no-strike, no-lock-out 
policy during the war, he said, together with 
the wage-stabilization policy, caused nu
merous rnsettled issues to accumulate. Wage 
demands mounted when reduction in over
time work reduced earnings by about 15 per
cent, he declared, and output per man-hour 
has not risen sufficiently to permit an off
setting advance in wage rates without some 
rise in prices. 

RESTORATION OF BARGAINING 

Respecting the restoration of collective bar
gaining, Professor Slichter wrote: 

"Collective bargaining will not develop 1f 
the rank and file insist that the unions get 
them better conditions than the union mem
bers are willing to strike for and if the Gov
ernment abandons the role of a neutral and 
virtually compels employers to grant better 
terms than the unions could win by bargain
ing. The Government, of course, does not 
always adopt a neutral attitude towards wage 
issues. Minimum-wage laws show that the 
scope of the Government 's neutrality is 
limited. Government wage setting and col
lect ive bargaining, · however, do not mix. 
Consequently, in the areas where the Gov
ernment wishes collective bargaining to 
flour ish, it must not seek to impose settle
ments. Incidentally, nothing would more 
effectively impede the development of re
sponsible union leadership and encourage 
demagoguery than the kind of Government 
intervention in labor disputes which relieves 
employers and union leaders of the respon
Sibility for making settlements." 

The Lest hope of minimizing interruptions 
in production, according to the article, lies 
in the restoration and free operation of col
lective bargaining. 

In support of this conclusion, Professor 
Slichter advanced th.e points that (1) col
lective bargaining is inherently capable of 
producing industrial peace and (2) the sue-

cess of collective bargaining in averting 
strikes and lock-outs is one test of whether 
it is well done. In developing these points, 
he said: 

"What is the basis for expecting collective 
bargaining to prevent strikes and lock-outs? 
Simply that each side, if it has accurate 
knowledge of the willingness of the other 
side to fight rather than to accept certain 
terms, is ready to accept the terms which 
will bring balance between the employer's 
willingness to stand a shut-down· and the 
union's willingness to stand a strike • • • 

"In the imperfect world in which we live, 
one .must not expect every dispute to be 
settled without an interruption to produc
tion. If .either side persists in underesti
mating the willingness of the other side to 
fight, the parties will fail ' to agree on. terms, 
and mediation or arbitration may be neces
sary to avert a stoppage. 

With r-eference to the question of 
averting strikes, in this chapter Pro
fessor Slichter has made a very worth
while contribution, and I wish to read it 
for the benefit of my colleagues, because 

· I believe it to be very helpful. It reads 
as follows: 

AVERTING STRIKES 

It is important to understand .that the 
basis for peaceful settlements of_ negotiations 
is knowledge--knowledge of what the other 
side will accept rather than force a trial of 
strength. Not only · must the leaders have 
this knowledge, but the rank and file of the 
union and the members of the employers' 
association (if there is one) must also have 
it-or else they must be willing to accept the 
judgment of their leaders. A spirit of real
ism and willingness to face facts honestly 
rather than go off on sprees of wishful think
ing is important in making collective bar
gaining work. So also is a bias in favor of 
peace and compromise because there are al
ways uncertainties about the w1llingness of 
each side to fight. Finally, successful col
lective bargaining presupposes courgeous 
leaders as well as astute ones because the 
leaders must sometimes frankly tell their 
constituents that certain cherished demands 
cannot be achieved without a fight or that 
certain cherished conditions cannot be kept 
without a fight. 

All of this suggests that ·experience is also 
important in making collective bargaining 
work. Only through experience does each 
side learn the strength of the other and the 
other's willingness to strike. This explains 
why <,trikes and lock-outs may be a necessary 
prelude to an era of peace. Furthermore, an 
occasional strike or lock-out is needed both to 
test the willingness of each side to fight and 
to keep alive a vigorous spi~it of realism. 
Experience also is required to teach the rank 
and file of both sides that there is always 
another time and that demands which 
cannot be won at this negotiation may be 
achieved at a later one. Finally, it is needed 
to teach negotiators not to work themselves 
into positions from which they cannot easily 
recede and to teach them the importance of 
fiexibtllty and resourcefulness. 

Mr. President, I believe that the able 
article from which I have just been quat ... 
ing by Sumner H. Slichter, the Lamont 
professor of economics at Harvard Uni
versity, is one we could all afford to read 
in greater detail. 

I see a. great deal of hope in the intense 
interest which is now being manifest all 
over the United States in the field of 
labor-management problems. College 
after college, university after university. 
is giving courses, training men and wo
men in the field of labor relations. Some 
larger colleges in the country have set 

up whole schools for the study and con
siderati-on of this subject. 

As our economic activities become more 
complicated, leadership in thi13 .field is an 
important essential. I find a great many 
men of the law and of the other profes
sions, studying labor relations in some 
of our advanced colleges and universi
ties. Americans are going to Scandimi.
vian countries and to British countries 
studying labor legislation and labor prac
tices. 

I am sure that from this widespread 
study here in America and from the study 
abroad we are going to work out our diifi
culties without losing the inherent lib3r
ties of our people; we are going to main
tain our democracy in all its prestige and 
power, and we are going to project it sa 
that we will haVE' real democracy in our 
industrial field as well as in our political 
field. 

Mr .. President, the difficulty of attempt
ing to insure industrial peace in a demo
cratic country through statutory ap
proach is illustrated vividly by the Aus'::" 
tralian experience. Probably no other 
country in the world has adopted more 
extensive legislation directed to the ob
jective of reducing labor disputes and 
work stoppage while at the same time at
tempting to preserve to the workers those 
fundamental rights · essential in a de
mocracy. 

For a period of many years Australia 
has ·had a super-agency known as the 
Commonwealth Court of Concilation and 
Arbitration, with broad power to inter
pret and administer a comprehensive and 
rather complex series of statutes and 
regulations. To these long existing legis
lative enactments there were added fur
ther emergency -regulations during the 
recent war emergency known as the Na
tional Security <Industrial Peace> Reg
ulations. To illustrate the imposing ex
tent of detail and the apparent potency 
of these enactments I quote pertinent 
features from the work Wartime Labor 
Developments in Australia, by Professor 
Foenander. Professor Foenander is the 
author of a number of . books. The one 
I have is entitled "Wartime Labor Devel
opments in Australia." He talks about 
the court which I have just mentioned, 
and says: 

The court shall , as regards every industrial 
dispute of which it has cognizance, have 
power to declare, by any award or order, that 
any particular regulation, rule, custom, term 
of agreement, condition of employment or 
dealing whatsoever, determined- by an award 
in relation to any industrial matter, shall 
be a common rule of any industry in con
nection with which the dispute arises , or of 
such portiop of that industry as the court 
thinks fit, or of any group of industries of 
which that industry is one. 

(2) Where the court has cognizance of an 
industrial dispute it shall have power to 
make an award regulating the whole or sq 
much of the conditions of employment in 
relation to the industry in which the dispute 
exists as the court thinks fit, and, for the 
purFose of making an industry, the jurisdic
tion of the court shall ··not be limited by 
the ambit of the matters in dispute. 

Then Professor Foenander proceeds to 
say on whom the award is binding. 

In addition to the parties, persons and or
ganizations on whom an award is declared 
by the act . to be binding, an award declared 
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to be a common rule or an industry award, 
as the case may be, shall also be binding on 
all organizations and persons on whom the 
award or industry award is declared by the 
court to be binding. 

Then, under the heading "Reference 
by minister of matter likely to lead to 
industrial unrest," he says: 

Where the minister is of the opinion that 
·any industrial matter has led; or is likely to 
lead, to industrial unrest, he may refer that 
matter to the court and, notwithstanding 
that an industrial dispute affecting that 
matter does not exist, the court may proceed 
to hear and determine the matter in like 
manner as if were an industrial dispute. 

Where a Conciliation Commissioner is of 
the opinion that an industrial dispute has 
arisen, or is threatened or impending, he 
may inv~stigate all matters connected with 
the dispute. 

Mr. President, this indicates that they 
have an organization of sufficient 
strength and volume and capacity to sur
vey the industrial activities in Australia, 
to attempt to settle disputes at the very 

··source, at the very beginning, and to go 
along with them as they develop, if they 
be developed, in an endeavor to bring 
about an early arid an effective settle
ment. 

I wish to read to the Senate from Pro
fessor Foenander's w:ork, under the head
ing "The Persistence of Unrest in the 
Coal-Mining Industry," in Australia; even 
though they have in Australia, by statu
tory law, all these various safeguards to 
protect industrial peace. I read: 

Refusals to work, nevertheless, persist in 
the coal-mining industry in a degree out of 
all proportion to those in industry gener
ally. The following table of strike figures 
for 1942-

That was a war year, and during 
this war year they not only had this 
apparently widespread organization for 
the settlement of industrial disputes and 
for the protection of industrial peace, 
but they had an ~mergency law that was 
quite compelling in its character. Yet, 
in the midst of the war the following 
table of strik!e figures for 1942 will show 
in some measure the relati¥ely heavy 
incidence of strikes that were occurring 
at that time in the coal-mining industry: 

The number of workers employed in the 
coal-mining industry during the year 1942 
may be taken on an average as about 23,000 
or approximately 1.25 percent of that for 
a}l industry (exclusive of rural and house
hold domestic workers). 

Totalnum- Total number 
ber of strikes of strikes in 
in Austral- the Austral
ian indus- ian coal-min-

tries ing industry 

January_____________________ 4:1 31 
Fehruary ___ ---------------- 49 41 
March______________________ 29 24 
ApriL.______________________ 41 31 
May------------------------ 70 58 
June.----------------------- 70 54 
JulY-- ---------------------- 61 53 August __ ____________________ 27 11 
September.----------------- 41 25· 
October_____________________ 43 23 
November------------------ 68 59 
December.__________________ 58 35 

1--------1--------TotaL __________ _._____ 600 445 

The figures tabulated take account of those 
strikes only that involved a loss of at least 
10 working days in the industry to which 

they directly relate. From them it will be 
observed that of the totality of strikes in 
Australian industries during the year 1942, 
approximately 74 percent took place in the 
coal-mining industry. 

Yet, despite the minutiae o·:' particulars 
in this and in other previous legislative 
enactments, we find that strikes occurred 
in considerable number even under con
ditions of war and actual threat of in
vasion. In the year 1942, according to 
Dr. Foenander of the University of Mel
bourne, there were 600 strikes in Aus
tralian industries, counting only those 
involving at least 10 days' duration. Of 

1 these 445, or approximately 74 percent, 
took place in the coal-mining industry. 

I emphasize that, Mr. President, not 
only because of the binding effect of the 
labor conciliation GOUrt, not only because 
of the binding influence of its decisions 
upon labor and upon industry, but also 
because Australia had a very drastic war 
emergency law which required industry 
to continue to function. Yet with all that 
legislation, Mr. President, with the com
pelling influences of that legislation, Aus
tralia had 600 strikes at a time when in
vasion was imminent. When we con
trast that situation with the situation 
which existed in our own country, I think 
we can be very proud of our industrial 
production and of the industrial peace 
we enjoyed throughout the emergency, 
and we can also commend labor for the · 
manner in which it maintained its non
strike pledges. 

As an illustration of how such statutory 
regulations can be and were circum
vented, Dr. Foenander points out that: 

Malcontents found it possible largely to 
stultify the effectiveness of the applicable 
statutory rule by resuming work when re
quired to do so under the regulations, and 
then promptly proceeding to another stop
page. 

In other words, they would go to work 
one day in compliance with the law, but 
they would not go to work the next day. 
They would comply with the law by 
calling off the strike, ending the work 
stqppage, and then when they had thus 
complied with the law, the work stop
page would set in again. Dr. Foenander 
continues: 

It would then be necessary to serve a fresh 
notice directing a return to work, but the 
summons could again be satisfied by a tem
porary observance. 

This strike record in the Australian 
coal industry occurred despite a further 
legislative attempt to defeat circumven
tions of the kind just mentioned. This 
further regulation seemingly was suffi
ciently strong enough to accomplish its 
purpos.e. It forbade any person actually 
or usually employed at a coal mine who 
has no reasonable excuse, proof of which 
is to lie upon him, to refuse or fail to 
attend for work at the mine at the cus
tomary place and at the customary 
times, or to work at it during the hours 
for which he is required. A refusal or 
failure of this nature would render the 
employee liable, if under the age of 35, 
to service in the citizens' military force or 
in the army labor corps, and if not under 
that age, to service in the army labor 
corps. Still further provision for the 
maintenance of an undisturbed fiow of 

production in the Australian coal-mining 
industry was made by the promulgation 
of additional amending of the national 
security regulations. These regulations 
made it ·an offense for any person, first, 
on account of any industrial dispute or 
in r-elation to any matter arising at a 
coal mine, to do anything in the nature 
of a strike or continue any strike at the 
coal mine except in pursuance of a de
cision of the duly constituted governing 
body of the organization of employees to 
which the person belongs, or, second, to 
cause or counsel, procure, urge, incite, 
or encourage any person or persons ac
tually or usually employed at a coal mine 
to refuse or fail to .attenq for . work at 
the coal mine at the customary place 
and at the customary times, or· to work 
at the coal mine during the hours for 
which they are required to work. 

Despite these seemingly drastic meas
ures Dr. Foenander points out in his ex
haustive r-eport that refusals to work 
nevertheless persisted in the coal-mining 
industry to a degree out of all proportion 
to those in industry generally. 

That is the experience, Mr. President, 
in all democracies of the world. It was 
our experience when ·we endeavored to 
force people by law to adopt certain 
customs to which they were basically 
opposed. I imagine there were more 
violations of the prohibition law, for 
instance, than ever came to the attention 
of the courts. Probably some violated 
the law simply to show their opposition 
to it. At any rate, the mere passage of 
the law did not change the customs of 
the people. 

Despite the seemingly drastic mea
sures adopted in Australia refusal to work 
persisted in the coal-mining industry to a 
degree out of all proportion to those in 
industry generally. The measures were 
very drastic. First of all there was estab
lished the Austr~lian court of concilia
tion. Then there was the emergency war.
time legislation for the settlement of 
disputes. Then there was the particu
larly drastic law which forced the men 
to go into the mines or to go into the 
army, yet in most cases the strikes per
sisted and increased and were aggra
vated. 

It is significant that the special regula
tion designed specifically to keep the coal 
miners at work was issued on April 14, 
1942. In the. immediately succeeding 
month of May following the promulga
tion of the regulations the number of 
coal-mine strikes almost doubled over 
any previous month's figure. The actual 
count was 31 strikes in the month of 
April, 58 strikes in the menth of May.· 

If statutory regulations can be relied 
upo_n to avoid all work stoppages, cer
tainly it would seem that the Australian 
regulations should have accomplished the 
purpose. 

GREAT BRITAIN'S EXPERIENCE 

Mr. President, I now wish to present 
Great Britain's experience. I desire te 
observe that when drastic regulation was 
not in effect there was a greater degree 
of industrial peace than was the case 
when compulsory legislation was resorted 
to. That is experience which can be 
widely found in the English-speaking 
countries of, the world. 
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The exp~rience of Great Britain in 

dealing with the problem of industrial 
relations and trade unions extends over 
a much longer period than our own. 'In 
that country organized labor has been · 
potent for many years and has enjoyed 
a full measure of protection by the Gov
ernment. Even under its wartime. policy 
and legislation the traditional reliance 
upon direct negotiation between man
agement and labor in the settlement. of 
disputes was maintained. I quote the 
Minister of Labor in his report of 1944 
<Industrial Relations Handbook) : 

It is the traditional and well-tried pr~ctice . 
of the principal industries to regulate wages 
through their joint voluntary machinery for 
wage ne-gotiation. On the recommendation 
of the representatives of the Trades Union 
Congress General Council and the British 
Employers' Confederation on the Joint Con
sultative Committee and the- National Joint 
Advisory Council, the Government decided 
to entrust the responsibility for wage regu
lation in wartime (save where machinery for. 
statutory wage fix.ing already existed) to the 
industrial joint machinery, subject only to 
the Conditions of Employment and National 
Arbitration Order, which was made with the 
concurrence of the Joint Consultative Com
mittee and the National Joint Advisory Coun
cil, and which provides for the more effective 
enforcement of agreed rates of wages, the 
reference of unsettled claims to arbitration 
and the prohibition of strikes and lock-outs. 

Since the outbreak of the war, the existing 
joint voluntary machinery for wage negoti
ations has operated successfully. 

I read that again: 
Since the outbreak of the war-

This is the statement made by the 
Minister of Labor in his report of 1944: 

Since the outbreak of the war, the exist
ing joint voluntary machinery for wage nego
tiations has operated successfully. 

Increases in wage rates have been reason
able; the authority of the unions in the day
to-day adjustment of wages and conditions 
has been maintained; ·the freedom of oppor
tunity to make claims and to have them dis
cussed has enabled industrial peace to be 
maintained. 

The policy of the Government, therefore, is 
to avoid modification of the machinery for 
wage negotiations and to continue to leave 
the various voluntary .organizations and wage 
tribunals free to reach their decisions in ac
cordance with their estimate of the relevant 
facts. 

It is true that under the war emergency 
in 1940 Great Britain adopted a seem
ingly drastic regulation called Condi
tions of Employment1and National Arbi
tration Order, the main purpose of 
which was to prevent interruption of 
work during the war by trade disputes. 
This regulation provided for what was in 
€1Iect compulsory arbitratioh only after 
every possibility for direct settlement be
tween the parties had been exhausted. 
However, the British Government was 
careful to provide in a subsequent enact
ment for the resumption of the normal 
method of settling conditions of employ
ment by collective bargaining. As a mat
ter of fact, this legislation did not result 
in the abolition of strikes. The record 
discloses that industrial strikes in Great 
Britain in peacetime during the 5 years 
1934-38 averaged 769 annually. During 
the war period 1939-43, inclusive, the 
number of strikes averaged 1,238. It is 
true that during the war years the 

average man-days lost per strike was less 
than half the average in the prewar 
period. . 

It is significant to point out at this 
time that in Great Britain, as well as in 
Australia and New Zealand, a large per .. 
centage of the recorded strikes occurred 
in the coal-mining industry. In Great 
Britain the unauthorized Yorkshire coal 
stril{e in March 1944 came at the end of 
a year of almost continuous wildcat coal 
strikes, in less than a month after a 
strike of 100,000 coal miners in South 

· W les. The Yorkshire strike involved 
more than 90,000 miners and occasioned 
a' loss of over 1,000,000 tons of coal. And 
yet, Mr. President, that came about only 
after drastic compulsory legislation was 
enacted. In spite of these facts the 
British Government instituted no prose
cutions but assisted in the negotiation 
of a national coal agreement and aided 
union leaders in urging the men to re
turn· to work. A spokesman for the 
Minister of Labor on April 8, 1944, in re
sponse to a query concerning the coal 
strikes in the House of Commons, stated: 

It has been the policy of the Government 
· to rely upon the joint volun~ary machinery 
and negotiations for the settlement of dis
putes and upon the authority of trade-unions 
and employers' organizations to see that 
agreements reached are loyally observed. 

I think· I should read that again. 
A spokesman for the Minister of Labor 

on April 8, 1944, in response to a query 
concerning the coal strikes in the House 
of Commons, stated: 

It has been the policy of the Government 
to rely upon the joint voluntary machinery 
and negotiations for the settlement of dis
putes and upon the authority of trade-unions 
and employers: organizations to see that 
agreements reached are loyally observed . • 

NEW ZEALAND'S EXPERIENCE 

Mr. President, I wish to make a brief 
observation with respect · to New Zea
land's experience. New Z2aland has a 
long history of legislative control of in
dustrial disputes, going back to the Con
ciliation and Arbitration Act of 1894. 
Like Great Britain and Australia, this 
country adopted a wartime antistrike 
measure, although it applied the ba'sic 
principles of peacetime labor-dispute 
methods in the formation of its wartime 
regulations. It would appear, however, 
that New Zealand did not or could not 
rigidly enforce these regulations, .and its 
efforts were devoted principally through
out the war iil obtaining rapid settlement 
of strikes through management-labor 
negotiations. There, as in Great Brit
ain, the wartime average of strike inci
dents increased over the peacetime aver
age, the figures showing· a · peacetime 
average of 40 strikes per year 1934-38, 
inclusive, and 69 strikes per year during 
the war years 1939-43, inclusive. It rnust 
be recalled that during the latter years 
the more drastic antistrike measures 
were on the statute books. 

CANADIAN EXPERIENCE 

With regard to the Canadian expe
rience, in Canada likewise the number 
of strikes per year increased progressively 
as the war advanced despite the adop
tion of .wartime labor-dispute control 
through orders and regulations. Here. 

too, our neighbor to the north found it 
more practicable to rely chiefly upon vol~ 
untary settlements of labor disputes. 

It is interesting to note that in coun
tries which had drastic legislation on the 
statute books, in -the midst of a war 
emergency they set astde the police pow
ers enjoyed by the authorities and re
sorted to the voluntary prewar method of 
settling disputes, and when disputes were 
-settled ' in that manner, as a rule they 
remained settled. So, Mr. President, both 
in the over-all experience of the indus
trial nations and in the experience of 
those nations in the midst of war, expe
rience has always proved that when men 
can get together around the conference 
table, when the Government provides 
every opportunity for the men to nego
tiate, confer, conciliate, mediate, and ar
bitrate, the settlements are usually more 
l~sting and are carried out far better 
than arc settlements which are policed 
by a political authority. 

The Canadian experience reveals that 
our neighbor to the north found it more 
practicable to rely chiefly upon voluntary 
settlements of labor disputes in the war 
emergency. , In the peacetime years 1934 
to 1938, inclusive, the Canadian record 
reveals an average of 178 strikes a year. 
In the war years, 1939 to 1943, inclusive, 
the number had increased ·to 264 an
nually, an increase of 48 percent. 

It is worthy of mention that both em
ployees and ~mploycrs, realizing the 
seriousness of the emergency which con
fronted the country, settled disputes 
more rapidly. They were of shorter 
duration and resulted in less damage 
than was the case with strikes in peace
time:- It is fair to state, however, that 
in Canada the average man-days lost 
per strike decreased 25 percent in war
time, as against the peacetime record. 

Mr. President, I wish tv rt;ad from the 
Labor Relations Reporter, issue of Sep
tember 5, 1938, a very interesting report 
which verifies what I have been contend
ing, that is, that it would be better for 
us to perfect, improve, and refine our 
voluntary procedures than to abolish 
them and resort to a compulsory Labor 
Disputes Act. In this issue of the Labor 
Relations Reporter is to be found the full 
text of the report by the President's Com
mission on Industrial Relations in Great 
Britain. In a statement by the Presi
dent of the United States as a foreword, 
he says: 

The Secretary of Labor has given me the 
factual report on industrial relations in 
Great . Britain. This report, unanimously 
subm~tted by eminent Americans represent
ing the various interests and points of view 
within our national life, comes in response 
to the request I made of them f-Gr an im
partial statement on labor-employer rela
tions as they exist in Great Britain. 

To the members of the Commission on In
dustrial' Relations in Great Britain who, at 
great p~rsonal sacrifice have spent weeks in 
an intensive study of these pr"blems in Great 
Britain and in the preparation of an objec
tive report, I express the thanks of the Gov
ernment. I, personally, am most appreci
ative of the services they have rendered. 

The adequacy of this report attests again 
the usefulness of c::ooperative endeavors on 
the part of those in Government and thnse 
whose labors and interests, diversified as 
they may be. are cla.sely identified with th~ 
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labor-employer relationships as they exist 
in our country. 

This report ought to be read through. Un
less this is done, discussions of the facts con
tained therein will be of little value. To me, 
the most salient feature of it is the coopera
tive spirit coupled with restraint, which is 
shown by those who represent both em
ployers and employees in Great Britain. Col- · 
.Iective bargaining is an accepted fact and be
cause of this the machinery which carries it 
out is functioning. , 

A second report is to be submitted in the' 
near future and this will give us a parallel 
study of industrial relations in Sweden. Ex
periences of other countriec very naturally 
have been different from our own but they 
should be considered and studied as we 
analyze our own problems. 

FRANKLIN D. RoosEVELT. 

Mr. President, I believe that that was 
an exemplary approach to the solution 
of the very difficult and most vexing 
problem of industrial peace. The Presi
dent appointed a committee of eminent 
authorities and sent them to Great 
Britain, there to make a study of in
dustrial relations. The commission also 
visited Sweden, and a report was made 
on industrial .relations there. I presume 
it would be advantageous to make a simi
lar study of the experiences of other 
countries, not because we should copy 
after those countries, not because our 
problem is identical with their problem, 
but because it would be stimulating to 
the minds of those who are bent on de
veloping a permanent and a more perfect 
solut ion of this problem. 

what the commission found out ap,. 
pears on page 2 of the Labor Relations 
Reporter which was published on Sep
tember 5, 1938; but before reading that 
I must read the names of those who-were 
on that commission appointed by the 
President of the United States to study 
industrial relations in Great Britain. 
The commission consisted of W. Ellison 
Chalmers, William H. Davis, Marian 
Dickerman, Lloyd K. Garrison, Henry I. 
Harriman, Charles R. Hook, Anna Marie 
Rosenberg, Gerard Swope, and Robert J. 
Watt. On the commission there were 
employers and employees, industrial 
leaders, and prcfessors in our colleges 
and universities. 

I read from the statement entitled 
'-'What the Commi~sion Found Out": 

WHAT THE COMMISSION FOUND OUT 
· Employment ~ontract: or collecti;e agree
ment, in Great Britain does not mean a con
tract between an employer and a union but 
between an employers' association and a 
union or group of unions. Employer organi
zation matches worker organization. 

Enforcement of collective contracts is not 
provided for under the law. Both sides gen
erally agree that they should not be, but that 
their validity should rest on the good faith 
of the parties. 

Interunion disputes are minimized by ac
ceptance of the ·prjnciple that no union has 
an exclusive right to organize any class of 
workers. Acceptance by one union of mem
bers from another union engaged in a labor 
dispute is "not done." 
~ Unions or their officers may not be sued 

for restraint of trade or for wrongful acts of 
members in furtherance of a trade dispute. 
An exception exists in connection with the 
' highly restricted class of strikes declared ille
gal by the Trades Disputes Act of 1927. 

Registration of unions is provided for on a 
!oluntary basis but is not required. Those 

registering obtain certain advantages and 
undertake c;:ertain obllgations, but in no ca.Se 
is there regulation of the union's affairs by 
the registrar. About hal! the unions are 
registered. 

Peaceful picketing 1s permitted, but all 
intimidation is banned. 

Strike breaking, by hiring of others to take 
the place of strikers, is extremely rare, the 
feeling being general on both sides that the 
"job belongs to the man" and that no one 
gains by the arousing of bitterness. Em
ployers seldom try to operate during a strike. 

Illegal strikes, so defined by the act of 
1927, a~e not considered to include sym
pathetic strikes which do not seek to coerce 
the Government. Nor are strikes to coerce 
the Government considered illegal if they are 
not also sympathetic strikes. Both elements 
must be present to make a strike illegal. The 
Act has not been tested in the courts. 

The effect of the 1927 act on strikes is be
lieved to have been nil. But it is considered 
to have harmed the Labor Party by making 
it necessary for individual union members to 
consent to political contributions, whereas 
formerly contributions might be made in be
half of each member unless he objected. The 
party is pledged to repeal or amendment of 
the law. 

Bitterest industrial strife and disorder oc
cur, as a matter of history, in the pertod 
when unions must fight for recognition. Al
though there are no laws requiring· bargain
ing, the process is general throughout most 
industries and is encouraged by the Govern
ment. 

Where bargaining is ineffective, the Govern
ment appoints wage boards to establish mini
mum standards of hours and pay, these being 
similar in comparison to those to be set 

. up under the Fair Labor Standards Act 
in America. 

Unauthorized strikes over local grievances 
are not uncommon and are looked on as in
evitable in view of the fact that agreements 
are on an industry-wide basis, and the agree
ments usually forbid strikes pending use of 
grievance procedure. Unions generally act 
to put the men back to work. 

Closed-shop contract.s are exceptional, but 
in some industries the closed shop exists in 
practice without express agreement, the em
ployers preferring that employees be union 
members. 

Check-off is likewise exceptional, and or
dinarily requires individual authorizations 
from the members of the union. 

Arbitration in which the parties are bound 
either by law or contract to accept the award 
is rare and is favored by neither employers 
nor unions. 

Panel of Government arbitrators is avail
able for service in labor disputes, although· 
both sides usually stipulate that the award 
will not be accepted if unsatisfactory. 

Stability in industrial relations is believed 
to be promoted by social programs subsidized
by the Government, including old-age pen
sions, unemployment compem:ation, medical 
aid with sickness compensation, and low-rent 
housing projects. Consumer cooperatives 
also are held to tend in the same direction. . 

Labor standards have improved in the past 
20 years. Hours have decreased from 54 
weekly to 48 or less; "real" wages have riSen 
by 16 percent in manufacturing and railroads. 

Mr. President, I wish to say a few 
words about the effectiveness of the 
United States Conciliation Service of the 
Department of Labor. It is an impartial 
agency established to encourage and pro
mote harmonious labor-management 
relations. Its Commissioners of Con
ciliation aid in the prevention, as well as 
in the settlement, of all types of labor 
disputes. The Conciliation Service han
dles all types of cases including strikes, 
lock-outs, threatened strikes, and various 

other disputes. The Commissioners en
deavor to settle such disputes through 
voluntary methods of conciliation, arbi
tration, or technical surveys. 

The Conciliation Service is not a new 
agency. It was established in 1913 by 
the act creating the Department of 
Labor. I regret that the Conciliation 
Service has been so badly neglected by 
the Congress and by the successive ad
ministrations. The pamphlet which I 
hold in my hand, which describes what 
the Conciliation Service is, what its func
tions are, what types of .cases it handles, 
and gives a brief summation of its his
tory, I should like to have inserted at 
this point in the RECORD, as a part of my 
remarks. 

There 'being no objection, the pam
phlet was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

ExHmiT 1 
WHAT Is THE CONCILIATION SERVICE? 

' WHAT IS THE FUNCTION OF ·THE CONCILIATION 
SERVICE? 

The United States Concillation Service is 
an impartial agency established to encourage 
and promote harmonious labor-management 
relations. Its Commissioners of Conciliation 
aid in the prevention as well as settlement 
of all types of labor disputes. 
WHO ARE THE COMMISSIONERS OF CONCILIATION? 

Commissioners of Conciliation are the 
trouble shooters and strike doctors for labor
management ills. It is their job to help the 
disputing parties find their own solution to 
their problems. . 

The Service now has a staff of 275 Commis
sioners of Concili~tion. Some of thes~ men 
have been personnel managers, employers, 
lawyers, labor leaders, and Government rep
resentatives. In all instances, however, they 
are chosen for their knowledge and experi
ence in the field of labor-management rela
tions. They are stationed in the important 
industrial and commercial centers of the 
country. 
WHAT TYPES OF CASES DOES THE CONCILIATION 

SERVICE HANDLE? 
The Conciliation Service handles all types 

of cases--strikes, lock-outs, threatened 
strikes, and various other disputes. Com
missioners endeavor to settle these disputes 
through voluntary methods of conciliation, 
arbitration, or technical surveys. 

During the fiscal year from July 1, 1944, 
through June 30, 1945, the Service handled 
almost 26,000 cases, including more than 5,000 
strikes and threatened strikes. Of the 75,653 
cases handled by the Conciliation Service 
from Pearl Harbor to VJ-day, 76.1 percent 
were settled by the Service and 23.2 percent 
were certified to the War Labor Board for 
further action. 

IS THE CONCILIATION SERVICE A NEW AGENCY? 
No, it was established in 1913 by the act 

creating the Department of Labor. 
HOW CAN THE AID OF THE CONCILIATION SERVICE 

BE SECURED? 
Any representative of labor, management, 

or the public can secure the services of a 
Commissioner of Conciliation by writing, 
wiring, or phoning the regional director of 
the Service in the region in which the dis
pute occurs (see attached list of names, 
addresses, and areas) or .by contacting Edgar 
L. Warren, Director of the Service, Washing
ton, D. C. 

I 
ARE THE QUALIFICATIONS OF COMMISSIONERS 

CONSIDERED WHEN ASSIGNING THEM TO CASES? 
When assigning a Commissioner to a case, 

the regional director selects the Commission
er whose qualifications and background best 
fit him for the particular case to be handled. 
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Commissioners are chosen for their 'knowl

edge and experi~nce in labor-management 
relations. Before they are permitted to han
dle cases, they are put through an intensive 
training program in Washington which em
phasizes the voluntary and impartial char
acter of the work done by the Service. This 
training is · then supplemented by a field
training program during which the Com
missioner has an opportunity to work with 
various experienced Commissioners. No Com
missioner is permitted to handle a case until 
he is thoroughly prepared. 
WHAT TECHNIQUES ARE USED TO SETTLE CASES 

THROUGH CONCILIATION? 

When a Commissioner of Conciliation en
ters a case, his first efforts are directed to
ward getting a clear pictp.re of the whole 
situation. He int~rviews both parties and 
then attempts at the appropriatE( time to 
plan a joint conference, knowing that the 
most lasting settlements are. made through 
the meeting of minds of the parties directly 
concerned. 

The Commissioner keeps in mind tht\t the 
environment of the conference table must be 
as far removed from the scene of conflict · as 
possible. He endeavors to discharge or si
phon off any feelings of animosity or ill will 
and to create an atmosphere of fair dealing 
and open consideration of the issues involved. 
Every effort is made to establish an off-the
record feeling ·of confidence in which informal 
conversations may take place. This requires 
the utmost tact and ingenuity on the part 
of the Conciliator in addition to the mutual 
desire of the conflicting parties to reach an 
agreement. Points · of mutuality are then 
established as quickly as possible while points 
of difference are set aside for .special con
sideration at a later time. Throughout the 
negotiations the feeling of voluntary action 
is encouraged, and the mind of peace within 
the lines of difference is gr9tdually and quiet
ly developed. 

The Commissioner, above all, must be im
partial and reso~rceful. He is not here to 
dictate a settle"ment or to recommend provi
sions. Rather, he must be the "idea man" or 
the "suggestion person." He must know the 
entire gamut that each different type of pro-

• vision may run. He must be able to suggest 
a new idea or a new version of an old idea at 
precisely the moment both labor and man
agement are groping for his suggestion. He 
must do this .not only once with every case, 
but countless times--always finding the an
swer both parties desire-always bein!Z im
partial. When the end 'comes the conflicting 
parties will have worked out their own solu
tion to their problems with the Conciliator 

-" directing the progress. 
HOW ARE ARBITRATION CASES HANDLED BY THE 

SERVICE? 

The Service has a staff of Commissioners 
with special arbitration training who pear 
cases ·and make awards when jointly re
quested by the parties. This is, of course, 
voluntary arbitration, as such cases ·are ac-

. cepted only when the parties have voluntarily 
agreed to accept the decision of the arbitra
tor. The decision of the arbitrator is final 
and binding upon the parties. 

From time to time the Service appoints 
outside arbitrators-that is, arbitrators who 
are not on the staff of the Service. Such 
appointments are often made where the con
tracts provide that the expense and com
pensation of arbitration shall_ be jointly 
borne by the parties. These outside arbitra
tors are carefully selected as to training and 
experience. Most of them are either lawyers 
or educators. · 

During the past fiscal year the Service ap
pointed arbitrators in 1,151 cases. The awards 
rendered were impartial and o:p. the basis of 
evidence presented. Almost all of these 
awards were well received by both labor and 
management. 

The services of these arbitrators may be 
invoked in the following ways: By a joint 
request from the parties directed to the 
Washington office of the Service; by a joint 
stipulation to arbitrate which is signed by the 
parties while a Commissioner of Conciliation 
is on the scene; or by a request from labor 
and management (or either if the contract 
so provides) when a contract exists providing 
for arbitration by the Service. 
WHAT TYPE OF TECHNICAL SURVEYS ARE MADE BY 

THE SERVICE? 

The Conciliation Service has a staff of 
Commissioners with technical training who 
make studies and findings of fact upon the 
joint request of the parties. Such findings 
are not presented to the parties as final and 
binding, but, rather, for their use for further 

. bargaining. 
The type of study or finding of fact made 

by the technical staff, of course, depends upon 
the question involved. If. the problem in
volves work load a time study may be made 
or the incentive plan reviewed. Various other 
problems may requtre these technically 
trained men to assist in preparing job de
scriptions to be used as the basis of classifying 
employees or to help the parties with 1:1 job
evaluation project. 

The requests for services of the Technical 
Division often grow out of conciliation con
ferences when an agreement has not been 
reached on particular points of a technical 
nature. Parties, of course, often request 
technical assistance on problems which have 
not been presented for conciliation by writing 
directly to the Washington office of the Serv
ice. Last year the Technical Division extend
ed its work into a total _of 35 industries. 

UNDER WHAT LAW DOES THE SERVICE OPERATE 

The act creating the Department of Labor 
Jn 1913 stated that: "The Secretary of Labor 

-shall have power to act as mediator and to 
appoint Commissioners of Conciliation in 
lab disputes .whenever in his judgm~nt the 
interests of industrial peace may require it to 
be done.'.' 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I hold in 
my hand a copy of a speech delivered on 
March 28, 1946; by Edgar L. Warren, 
Director of the United States Conciliation 
Service, Department of Labor. In his 
speech he points out the effectiveness of 
conciliation and mediation. I quote from 
his speech: · 

Conciliation or mediation, by definition, is 
noncoercive. Not only does the mediator 
have no authority to impose his ideas on 
either party but his intervention in a dispute 
must be wholly voluntary. Either party may 
reject his services. 

It is significant that nearly all labor dis
putes are settled by conciliation or mediation. 
Even during the war approximately 75 peJ:
cent of all labor disputes were settled without 
intervention of the War Labor Board with its 
extraordinary wartime authority. During the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1945, the Con
ciliation Service handled 19,537 labor dis
putes, including 2,868 threatened strikes. and 
3,085 actual strikes or lock-outs. Of all of 
these disputes only 5,691 were referred or 
certified to the War Labor Board. 

The mediator can work to obtain a settle
ment of the dispute either on a substantive , 
basis, In terms of particular conditions of 
employment, or on the basis of agreed-to pro
cedures which will be followed by both parties 
in finally resolving the dispute. · 
. If the mediator fails to arrive at a settle

ment of.the dispute, he way recommend that 
the parties accept some other procedure 
rather than resort to strike or lock-out. Dur
ing the war about one-fourth of all the cases 
to which conciliators were assigned were re
ferred to the War Labor Board for decision 
by what was in etfect compulsory arbitration. 

Since the war many difficult cases have been 
finally resolved .by the agreement of the 
parties to submit some or all of -the issues in 
dispute to final and binding arbitration; that 
is, voluntary arbitration. 

For example, during the week ending Feb
ruary 16, 1946, except for the steel and Gen
eral Motors disputes, the three strikes which 
attained the gz:eatest Nation-wide attention 
were those involving the New York tugboat 
operators affiliated with the International 
Longshoremen's Association of America, AFL, 

·the strike of -the Transport Workers Union, 
CIO, Philadelphia, and the strike of the In
dependent Union of the Duquesne Lfght & 
Associated Companies, in Pittsburgh, Pa. 
These strikes vitally affected the lives of all 
the inhabitants in three of the country's 
largest industrial centers. · All three strikes 
were settled during the week by voluntary 
means, and while they undoubtedly resulted 
in some hardship no instance of loss of life 
qr serious damage was reported as due to 
these work· stoppages. The New York tug
boat strike and the Philadelphia transit 
strike were settled by the employers and the 
unions agreeing to submit the issues in dis
pute to final and binding arbitration. Thus, 
while the parties were not able to agree on 
the provisions to be Included in the~r con
tract, they did agree to a procedure by which 
the contract provisions could be ml)difted 
without further strike action. In the Pitts
burgh situation the union agreed -to go back 
to work without a final resolution of its de
mands, merely on the basis of the appoint
ment of a three-man mediation board. Sub
sequently, the efforts of this mediation board 
were unsuccessful and the union again 
threatened strike action to take place on 
February 26. On February 25, however, the 
Secretary of Labor and other public officials 
were able to persuade both parties to sub
mit the issues in dispute to arbitration and 
the strike was averted. 

Mr. President, I have before me an ad: 
dress delivered by Edgar L. Warren, Di
rector of the United States Conciliation 
Service, Department of Labor, before the 
Chicago Association of Commerce, on 
January 9, 1946. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I shall yield for an ob
servation. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr; President, the 
railroad strike is on. The coal strike con
tinues. Other· great strikes are in fJ1e 
brewing, I understand. What I wish to 
know is this : Is the Congress of the 
United States to remain here helpless, 
supinely inactive, when our country is 
face to face with such a terrific disaster? 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I hope the 
Congress will take cognizance of the seri
ousness of the situation and I hope it will 
join with me and with others who are 
interested in bringing about permanent 
industrial peace, to the end that we shall · 
put into operation legislation which, ac
cording to the experience of this Nation 
and other nations in the emergency of 
the war and prior to the war, will assure 
that there will be a minimum of indus
trial paralysis. No one objects to indus
trial paralysis any more strenuously than 
I do. Both sides in the present contro
versy are striving to bring about indus
trial peace. I am a believer in what has 
been the proven experience of the indus
trial nations of the world in the velun-
tary method. -

If we were talking now about the in
stant strike, if we were going to have a 
resolution which could be passed in this 
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Chamber today and in the other House of· 
Congress tomorrow, that would be an
other matter. 

But we are talking about a permanent 
law which probably will take days and 
days to be enacted by the Congress, a law 

. which will be permanent, a law which 
will be on our statute books for a long 
period of time. Every one of us warits, 
we are all agreed, to have a law which 
will bring about the maximum of indus
trial peace. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I am glad to yield for a 
question. · 
. Mr. CAPEHART. Mr . . President, at 
this moment the transportation facilities 
of America are paralyZed. The Nation 
will become. hour by hour more paralyzed 
as the coal strike continues. Our Gov
ernment has taken over both the rail
roads and the coal mines. • At this mo
ment it seems as though the railroad 
unions are refusing to operate the trains 
for the Government, and that possibly 
thousands of miners are refusing to work 
for. the Government . . Will the Senator 
yleld in order that I may, with unani
mous . consent, introduce a ·bill which 
waul~ insure the operation of the rail
roads and the mines, and then, with fur
ther unanimous consent, have the bill 
pa~ed? . 
· Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I shall fin
ish my· remarks within a few minutes. 
However, I congratulate the able Senator 
for having such a bill as the one to which 
he refers. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
have such a bill. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
· Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, if I may, 
I should like first to answer the Senator 
from Indiana. Within a few minutes I 
shall have finished my rema1;ks. 

I say to the Senator from Indiana that 
I ccngratulate him en his optimism. If 
he has a bill which will settle the present 

·dispute, and it can be passed by tbe Con
gress without delay, it is one which is 
really worthy . of · consideration. I have 
been informed, however, that the· repre
s.;ntatives of the employees and the rep
resentatives of the employers are in con
ference at this moment, and have hopes 
that it will be possible to work out a 
settlement on a voluntary basis within a 
very short period of time. They have, 
of course, a deep interest in the manage
ment and operation of the railroads. I 
am sure that they are cognizant of their 
responsibilities to the American people: 
I would leave with them the message 
that the responsibility for the present 
stoppage is in their hands. I hope that 
they fully realize that fact, and that 
there is sufficient leadership among them 
to effectuate a settlement of the dispute 
before any hardships result from the 
strike. · 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I appreciate what 

the Senator has said with regard to the 
economic paralysis with which the coun
try is now threatened, and the respon-. 
sibility which rests on all who are con-

cerned with the adjustment of the situa
tion. We in the Senate are concerned 
with what has seemed to be almost a 
legislative paralysis which I believe to be 
a matter of increasing concern to the 
country. I wonl;ier whether the Senator 
would be agreeable to indicating when 
this body may be permitted to take action 
of some character which will deal with 
the situation in accordance with the sug
gestion of the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr .. MEAD. Mr. President, so far as I 
am concerned, I am ready at any time to 
begin voting on the amendments. I 
would suggest that the Senator take up 
the matter with his able leader and also 
with the able majority leader. If we 
can have unanimous consent, I am sure 
we can arrive at a vote without much de
lay. If I had thought for a moment that 
we could vote this afternoon, I would 
not have taken the floor. But we have 
not yet been able to "'achieve a unanimous 
consent agreement, and Members of the 
Senate have endeavored to secure such 
agreement for .the past 3 or 4 days. I 
merely wish to bring to the attention· of 
my· colleague the fact that when we do 
arrive at a vote on the amendments we 
should not be actuated by emotion and 
feeling to the extent that we will make 
a mistake by passing legislation which 
will not be effective. If we should delay 
a little longer the vote to be taken, it 
might result in better legislation. How
ever, I am not a party to the delay which 
has taken_ place, because I have not yet 
objected to meeting earlier in the day, to 
holding night sessions, or to a-limitation· 
of debate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, ill 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield for a question. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. In view of the 

• statement which has been made by my 
distinguished colleague from New York, 
I wonder if he would be willing to join 
with some of us on this side of the Cham
ber who are soon to circulate a cloture 
petition, and would sign the petition and 
support it when it comes before the Sen
ate for consideration. 

Mr. MEAD-. Mr. President, I may say 
that there is a very high degree of co
operation on the part of the junior Sen
ator from New York, but whether it car
ries so far as to join with my able col
league from California, I would have to 
make that decision when ·the cloture pe
tition is brought to my attention. How
ever, I repeat that I have not, and will 
not object to any agreement which may 
be ·arrived at between the leaders of the 
minority party and the leaders of the 
majority party. 

Mr. REEp. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Preside:p.t, I am afraid 
that my speech will be prolonged if I . 
continue to yield, and that I may be 
charged with filibustering. The ques
tions which have been and which are be
ing directed to me might intimate that 
I am holding the floor altogether too 
long. In view of the fact that I am about 
to compl~te my remarks, I wish to con
tinue without interruption. 

Mr. President, I desire to read from 
a statement of Edgar L. Warren, Chief 
of the United States Conciliation Service. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I merely 
wish to ask one question which could be 
answered immediately. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I think 
that I shall, of necessity, be required to 
insist that I be not interrupted. I deeply 
regret doing so. · I shall extend my 
apologies privately later on. 

Says Mr. Edgar L. Warren: 
Even before the end of the war, and its 

recent prominence in the news, the Concilia
tion Service had grown into an agency which 
had an important influence on the country's 
industrial-relations problems. During the 
fiscal year from July 1, 1944, through June 
30, .1945, the- Service handled almost 26,000 
cases, including more than 5,000 strikes and 
threatened strikes. Abo.ut 7,500 of those 
cases, or a little more than one-fourth, were 
of the type that could not be settled by 
normal mediation and conc111ation processes 
and were referred or certified to the War 
Labor Board for final determination under 
its extraordinary wartime authority. 

Mr. President, - have before me a state
ment issued by the National Wage Sta
bilization Board, which reads as follows: 

The National Wage Stabilization Board 
which was established as a part of the De
partme::;.t of ~bar by Executive order dated 
December 31, 1945 (E. 0. 9672) has all of the 
powers, functions, and responsibilities relat
ing to the stabilization of .wages and salaries 
which were vested iri the National War Labor 
Board. It has responsibility for the settle
ment of labor disputes for the following 
purposes: ) 

l. ·The operation of tripartite commis
sions forme'rly set up by the National Wai 
Labor Board to carry out its directive orders 
relating to steei, tt>xtile, and meat-packing 
industries. 

2. Appointment of arbitrators under War 
Labor Board orders or collecti-:•e bargaining 
agreements. 

3. Disposition of applications under section 
5 of the War i..abor Disputes Act and receipt 
of strike notices under the act. The Board 
is empowered under the provisio'ns of the 
act to set "terms and conditions of employ- • 
me:tlt" upon application by the Government 
agency operating the plant, mine, or fac111ty 
or by a majority of the employees through 
their .representative. 
· The Conciliation Service works closely with 
the Na~ional W. S. B. in order to expedite 
action on ,applications for approval of wage 
fncreases ,in situations where delay might 
aggravate labor unrest. It also notifies the 
Boai·d when any importani dispute is set
tled in order that the Board may be pre-
paring economic data in readiness for action 
em the· case. 

Mr. President, we not only have the 
conciliation and mediation services of 
the Department of Laber, the War Sta
bilization Board with its broad powers,· 
the War Powers Act which authorizes 
the President to seize the railroads, the 
mines, and any similar industry affected · 
by a strike, but w~ have the restraining 
influence which the responsible leader
ship of American industry possesses, and 
which the responsible leaaership of the 
American ·people must certainly aiso 

. possess. I believe, Mr. President, that if 
we were to devote our time and our at
tention, in view of the fact that we are 
deliberating now upon a pr•J::>osal which 
is to become a law of the United States, 
to the perfection of legislation which 
would bring about maximum industrial 
peace, the vast majority of the Members 
of the United States Senate would par-
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ticipate favorably in effecting a solution 
of our labor troubles. . 

Now, Mr. President, as I c~mclude I 
wish to leave with my colleagues the 
thought that no Senator in this Cham
ber seeks and hopes and prays for in
dustrial peace more than I do, and no 
one will be more enthusiastic to embrace 
legislation which will effectuate indus
trial peace than I shall be. 

But, Mr. President, I fear that by de
stroying the house we have built over a 
·period of years, and by drifting far· afield 
along another highway, we will be mak
ing the same mistake we mad€ when we 
passed the Smith-Connally bill. We will 
be aggravating the situation rather 
than correcting a condition we all hope 
will be corrected. 

I am not asking that we continue . this 
debate until it becomes a filibuster. I 
am only seeking the serious considera
tion of my colleagues in the enactment 
of a law of which 'we will be proud and 
which will be just in its dealings with 
the employees, the .. employers, and the 
Government of the United States. , . 

I hope for industrial peace, and I will 
join with my colleagues in any. reason~ 
abJe; .justifiable effort · which ·has logic 
and experience on its side, ·in bringing 
about industrial peace. 

Mt; TYDINGS. Mr. ' Presideht, the 
ln'dustrial paralysis ·. which is sweeping 
over this country. not only as a result of 
the coal strike, but as a result of the rail 
stri,ke, can, if ik is not soon checked, 
carry in its wake evils which might con
ceivably threaten our whole form of Gov~ 
ernment. This is· one of the few countries 
on the face of the earth which has the 
ability, after a devastating war, to con-· 
tribute something) to the rebuilding of a 
peaceful, a sound, and a reasonably self .. 
sufficient world. Many ot the countries 
of the world even if. they were willing 
would be unable to contribute to an allevi
ation of the widespread misery and dis
tress with which much of mankind is 
atHicted. · · 

Without any criticism of al}yone, or 
without debating the- merits or demerits 
of this or that or some other industrial 
dispute, the naked fact remains that each 
hour; yes, each minute and second, that 
this country remain~ paralyzed, carries 
with it the threat of death and disease to 
thousands of people all over this earth. 

· Let me take one or two very simple 
, illustrations. While the coal strike was 

on a few .days ago, the railroads· put an 
embargo on fertilizer. They refused to 
make cars available for the hauling of 
fertilizer. This ts the season of the year 
when . seed corn· is being put into the 
ground, and the quality and quantity of 
the crop are directly dependent ·on the 
amount of fertilizer that is used. Thus if 
we have a period·of 2 or 3 weeks, which is 
the planting time for the great corn crop 
of the country, without fertilizer being 
available, we may. make up our minds 
that the volume of that crop, although 
the total efforts of the farmers is put i,nto 
it, will be somewhere between 60 and per
haps 75 percent of what it would be if 
fertilizer were available. 

.On the eastern. shore of my own native 
State, which is one of the great truck
gardening sections of the earth, crops 

are now coming to maturity, but the rail
roads again have put an embargo on cans 
and on containers with which to husband 
that food, to preserve it, and, in case it is 
perishable, to pack it so that it can be 
sent to market. If that embargo had 
stayed on a short while longer many 

. farmers would have been ruined, and 
tons of food which the people of the world 
needs in order to survive would have been 
lost for all time. Luckily, the miners 
went back to work, and some of the ex
treme hardships were alleviated. 

It is very difficult to remain temperate 
when one considers the ramification's of 
this paralysis, which is growing instead 
of stopping or lessenin·g. Unfortu-

. nately-:-and I want to make no class ap
peal-the most !)revious thing we have 
on this earth today is food, for upon food 
depend law and order. The settlement 
of many of the international questions 
whic.h the ·able Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. VANDENBERG] and the able Senator 
from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] have lately 
been discussing with us, and the real hope 
of the avoidance of , another war, de
pend as much on knitting the countries 
of the world together through the me
dium of food as on all the arguments 
and rights which any Congress -in Chris
tendom can fashion into law or legisla-
tion. · · 

I say that the whole food program of 
America, if thls strike proceeds much 
longer, will be in serious jeopardy; ndt 
temporarily because milk may not be 
delivered to the cities because of a lack 
of transportation;- it · goes further than 
that; it f.ffects farm machinery, · fer
tilizer, seed, and the whole operation of 
the production of food, bbth on the farm, 
and on the avenues which lead to and 
from it. ·. · 

We could afford the luxury of a long 
discussion of' the polemics involved in 
the · particular measure pending before 
us if we did ·not have strikes on in this 
country, but· there is one thing that is 
paramount to any particular group's in
terest, and that is the survival of gov
ernment, the maintenance of law and 
order, particularly at .a time :when so 
many of this world's inhabitants depend 
upon this country for all hope of survival 
apd for all hope of a world that may be 
fit to live in; 

Therefore, Mr. President, I am. going 
to request my colleagues, as one humble 
Member of the Senate, unless some better 
solution can be adduced, to stay in con
tinual session 24 hours a day until we 
dispose of the pending measure, and at 
least do what we can :on this floor to 
conclude it; and not have the spectacle 
go out to the people · of America from. 
this Chamber, and from the body at 
the other end of the hall, that at least 
most of us here are not hying with all 
the opportunities that are afforded to 
solve the particular problem before us. 

I am told that this is not a filibuster. 
I am certa,inly not going to find fault 
with ariyone because of his particular 
definition of a word iri the English lan:
guage,. but.from where I sit if this is not 
a filibuster there never has been one in 
any legislative body on the face of the 
earth. 

. Therefore, Mr. President, I say that we 
have come to the-point where we should 
stay in session and meet the issue before 
us, remain here until we have fashioned 
some legislation which will prevent, if we 
can accomplish that, a recurrence of a 
situation such as the · present one, for I 
state it as a fundamental concept of 
democracy that no group in this country 
has a right to threaten the integrity of 
the Government itself. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. I ask unanimous 

consent to send to the desk a bill to be 
immediately considered by this body. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred, unless unanimous 
consent is given for its immediate con
sideration. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
immediately considered. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT. pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and stated 
by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill to pro
Vide additional means for the settlement 
of labor disputes, and for other purposes. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, may 
not the bill be read· for the information of 
the Senate? · · 

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me say, before we 
become committed to a course of action 
that I know the motives of the Senato~ 
from Indiana are to help solve the im
·passe in which· we now find ourselves 
but if we do not take care we will hav~ 
supplanted the pending business with 
some other · business, and may lose time 
rather than save it. - · · · · 

Mr. QAPEHART. Mr. President, .that 
is the purpose of the bill. 

Th.e ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Request has been made that the 
bill be read~ 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, let me ask if 
the bill will be :r:ead first? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be read, unless there 
is objection to the reading of it. 

Mr. GUFFEY. I object to. the im
mediate . consideration of the bill. If it 
i~ desired that it. be read, very well, but 
I object to consideration of the bill. . 

Mr. TYDINGS. I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be read. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the clerk wm read. as 
requested. 

The legislatiYe clerk read, as follows: 
A bill to provide · additidnal means for the 

settlement of labor disputes, and for ot hel' 
purposes 
Be it enacted, etc.-
SECTION 1. That with the development dr 

an industrial civilization, citizens of the 
United States have become so dependent 
under the production of goods for commerce, 
the distribution of goods in commerce, and 
the continuous operation of the instrumen
talities of commerce that substantial' and 
continued stoppages of such production, dis
tribution, or operation in the case of essen
tial goods ' or services ·seriously impair the 
public health, safety, and security: Irrespec
tive of the cause of such stoppages, it is 
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necessary for the protection of commerce and 
the national economy, for the preservation of 
life and health, and for the maintenance of 
the stability of Government that a means 
be provided for supplying essential goods and 
services when · such stoppages. occur. 

(a) Whenever the President finds that a 
stoppage of work arising out of a labor dis
pute (including the expiration of a collec
tive labor agreement) affecting commerce . 
has resulted in interruptions to the supply 
of goodS ox: .services essential to the public 
health, safety, or security to such an extent 
as seriously to impair the public interest, he 
shall issue a proclamation to that effect, call
ing upon the parties to such dispute to re-
sume work and operations in the public 
interest. · 

(b) If the parties to such dispute do. not 
resume work and operations after the is
suance of such proclamation, the President 
shall take possession of and operate any 
properties of any business enterprise where 
such stoppage of work has occurred if the 
President determines that it is necessary for 
him to take possession or' and operate such 
properties in order to provide goods or serv
ices essential to the public health, safety, or 
security. While such properties are operated 
by the United States, they shall be operated 
under ·the terms and conditions of employ
ment which prevailed therein when the 
stoppage of work began. 

(c) Any properties 9f which possession has 
been taken under this section shall be re
turned to the owners thereof as soon as (1) 
such owners have reached a:n agreement with 
the representatives of the employees in such 
enterprise settling the issues in dispute be
tween them or (2) the President finds that 
the continued possession and operation of 

·.such properties by the United States is not 
necessary to provide goods or services essen
tial to the public health; safety, or security. 
The owners of any properties of which pos
session is taken under this section shall be 
entitled to receive just compensation for the 
use of such properties by the United States. 
In fixing such just compensation, due con
sideration shall be given to the fact that the 
United States took possession of such prop
erties when their operations had been inter
rupted by a work stoppage, to the fact that 
the United States would have returned such 
properties to their owners at any time when 
an agreement was reached settling the is
sues involved in such work stoppage, and to 
the value the use of such properties would 
have had to their owners during the period 
they We!'e in the possession of the United 
States in the light of the labor dispute pre-
vailing. , 

(d) Whenever any properties are in the 
p()ssession of the United States u.nder this 
section, it shall be the duty . of any labor 

· organization of which any employees who 
have been employed in the operation of such 
properties are members, and of the officers of 
such labor organization, to seek·in good faith 
to induce such employees to return to work 
and not to engage in any strike, slow-down, 
or other concerted refusal to work or stop
page of work while such properties are in 
tl}e possession of the United States. 

Any such employee who fails to return to 
work (unless excused by the owner of the 
business or its agent, or unless prevented 
by illness, disability, or· 5imilar valid season) 
or who does engage in any strike, slow-down, 
or other concerted refusal to work or stoppage 
of work while such properties are in the 
possession of the United States, shall be 
deemed to have voluntarily terminated his 
employment in -the operation of such prop
erties, shall not be regarded as an employee 
of the owners or operators of such prop
erties for the purposes of the National Labor 
Relations Act, as amended, and the Railway 
Labor Act, as amended, unless he is . sub
sequently reemployed by such owners or 
operators, ahd if he is so reemployed shall 

not be ~ntitled to any seniority rights based 
on his prior employmeJlt. Any provlsion 
of any contract inconsistent with the pro
visions. of this subsection is hereby declared 
to be against public policy and to be null 
and void. 

(e) Whenever ari.y properties are in the 
possession of the United States under this 
section, it shall be unlawful for any person, 
(1) to coerce, instigate, ind~ce, conspire with, 
or encourage any person to interfere with 
or prevent, by lock-out, strike, slow-down, 
concerted refusal to work, or other interrup
tion, the operation of such properties; or (2) 
to aid · any such lock-out, strike, slow-down, 
refusal, or other interruption interfering with 
the· operatio:1 of such properties by giving 
direction or guidance in the conduct of such 
interruption or by providing funds for the 
conduct or direction thereof or for the pay
ment of any strike, unemployment, or other 
benefits to those participating therein. No 
individual shall be deemed to have violated 
the provisions of this subsection by reason 
only of his having . ceased work or having 
refused to continue to work or to accept 
employment. Any individual who wilfully 
violates any provision of this subsection shall 
be subject to a fine of not more than $5,000, 
or to imprisonment for not more than 1 
year, or both. 

(f) The powers conferred on the President 
by this section may be exercised by him 
through such department or agency of the 
Government as he may designate. · 

(g) As used in this _section, the terms 
"employee," "representative," "labor organ!~ 
zation," "commerce," "affecting commerce," 
and "labor dispute" shall have the same 
,.meaning so far as ~hey apply to labor di.sputes 
in an industry included in the scope of the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amended, 
and such words shal.l have the same meaning 
as if applied to the Railway Labor Act, as 
amended, so far as labor disputes involving 
employers or employ~es covered under the 
Railway Labor Act, as amended, are con
cerned. 

SEc. 2. The provisions of this act shall ap
ply to industries or facilities ·already in the 
possession of and being 'operated by the 
United States Governmen~ or any agency 
thereof, which governmental operation has 
been brought about as the result of a work 
stoppage or threatened work stoppage. 

SEc. 3. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
any other law this act shall be in full force 
~nd effect from and after 12 o'clock meridian 
on . the day foJlowing its approval. 

Mr. CAPEH~RT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for consideration 
of the bill. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the imme
diate consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
think under the circumstances it would 
be preposterous to give unanimous con
sent for the consideration of a bill which · 
has just been introduced, which has not 
been referred to a committee. Therefore, 
I object. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Objection is heard. The regular 
order recurs. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, if the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
had not objected, I should object. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The regular order has recurred. 

Mr ... WHITE. Mr. President, it is 
·wholly unwise to offer 1\0\V, at this stage 
of the consideration of ,the pending legis
lation, an entirely new bill which, as the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky has 
said, has been_ to no committee, has been 

considered by no committee, has, so far 
as I know, been seen by no Senator of the 
United States, of which no Senator has 
any knowledge except what he could 
glean from its reading by the clerk. 

Mr. President, I feel keenly about · the 
situation. I think the only practical 
thing to do is to proceed with the legisla
tion now before the Senate and bring it 
to the earliest possible conclusion, and 
we will then accomplish something. We 
will probably not have solved the prob
lem, or brought forth perfect legislation 
here tonight,· but we can make a step 
along the road which must be followed if 
there is to be a legislative contribution to 
orderly procedure in this country, to a 
lessening of interruptions by strikes, and 
to bringing to the American people and 
to those who constitute a part of the 

- American people recognition that the 
public interest must be considered the 
paramount interest. 

I desire to say just one word more. I 
want it known, so far as I am concerned, 
that I deplore the situation which exists 
in the country. I cannot help feeling, 
and I do not hesitate to say, that, in my 
opinion, these strikes are an outrage 

..upon the American people, and that they 
·smack of disloyalty to the Government 
itself. 

Mr. President, I concur in the attitude 
of the majority ·leader in objecting to the 
consideration of the measure just read.· 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to express my appreciation of the senti
·ments which 'the Senator from Maine, 
the minority leader; has voiced. If this 
measure is offered as an amendment to 
or a substitute for the biB now under 
consideration, it may· be printed and lie 
on the table and be ·offered at the proper 
time. But if it is offered, as I understand 
it is, as an entirely new proposition, an 
independent bill for legislation on the 
subject of labor, certainly a committee is 
entitled to consider it, and certainly the 
Senate is entitled to have the result of 
committee consideration of the bill. No 
Senator ever heard of it before. It comes 
at an hour and under circumstances, , 
with a request for unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill now 
.introduced, which would automatically 
lay aside the pending legislation which 
the Senate has been considering now for 
some 10 days. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair will state that unani
mous consent was asked for the intro
duction of the bill and its immediate con
sideration; and the bill was read for the 
information of the Senate. Objection 
has been made, and the regular order of 
business recurs. The question is wheth
er the Senator from Indiana wishes the 
bill to remain on the table, to be treated 
as an amendment or -substitute, or re
ferred to the appropriate committee. 

Mr. CAPEHART. )Mr. President, my 
wish in the matte1 is that it be offered 
as a substitute amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
·pore. The amendment will lie on the 
table and be printed. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I in
'troduced the bill for the sole purpose of 
bringing to the attention of the Congress 
of the ·united States and the people of 
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the Nation that it is necessary for this 

· body to take some sort of action. It is 
just as deplorable to the people of the 
United States that their transportation 
system is paralyzed tonight and that they 
are unable to move from place to place, 
as it is deplorable to the mf~jority leader 
that a junior Senator should stand up 

· and introduce a bill out of order. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I made 

no statement that it was deplorable tha.t 
a junior Senator should stand up and 
offer something. I make no di~tinction 
between junior and senior Senators, as to 
their right to offer amendments or intro
duce bills: But the Senator from 
Indiana offered a new legislative bill on 
the subject of labor relations and asked 
for its immediate consideration. To that 
I objected, because I do not think it is 
in the interest of orderly legislation in 
the midst of the consideration of labor 
legislation reported by the Committee 
on Education and Labor, to which many 
amendments have been offered and are 
now pending, an~ upon which we hope 
to reach a final vote as soon as possible, 

· to set aside that measure now and take 
up in this manner a new bill introduced 
by the Senator from Indiana. I would 
have objected if -it had been introduced 
by any senior Senator. · 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Have -I the right to 
ask for the immediate consideration of 
the bill, and that a vote be taken? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. ·- The unanimous-consent request 
was put by the Chair, and objection was 
made. It is not in order to consider the 
bill except by unanimous consent. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield if I have the 
floor. · 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Who has the floor? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Indiana has the 
floor. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am very' happy to 
yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to ask 
the distinguished and able majority 
leader if it is his intention to seek an 
agreeme!lt for the limitation of debate. 
I wish to state to the distinguished ma
jority leader that I hold in my hand .a 
cloture petition to which signatures have 
already been secured, and which will be 
filed in case it is not possible for the ma
jority leader to obtain an agreement to 
limit debate .. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in the 
first place, I deny the right of any Sen
ator to inquire of me what I intend to do 
in the future. I have made several ef
forts to secure a limit~tion of debate. 
Objection has been made in each case. 
Whether I shall make another request to
night or tomorrow, I am unable to·say. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President-
The 'ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Indiana has 
the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield to me, I . might say 
further that the Senator from Cali
fornia or any other Senator· has the 
right to circulate and secure signatures 
to a cloture petition, and to file it at 
any time. It is a privileged matter. · 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Indiana yield to me 
for the purpose of submitting a parlia
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry: 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. OVERTON. May not the Sena
tor from Indiana offer his bill as an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
for the pending bill? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair stated that it would 
be in order if offered as a substitute or 
as an amendment, at a time when no 
other amendment was pending. Of 
course it could not supersede a pending 
amendment. 

Mr. OVERTON. And when so offered, 
may not the Senator from Indiana ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute be imme
diat~ly voted upon without debate? 

The· ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. He may, but the Chair does not 
know whether he would obtain · consent. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not care to do 
that. 

Mr. OVERTON. I am asking whether 
the Senator has a right to do so. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Yes; the Chair .states that he has 
the right. 

Mr: BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield to the Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course the Senator 
has the right to ask for immediate con
sideration of his proposal, or he has the , 
right to offer it as a substitute for the 
pending legislation, or as an amendment 
to it. He has the right to ask unanimous 
consent that it be voted upon imme
diately without debate, but if he has no 
more success in securing unanimous con
sent to vote on it immediately than I 
have had in trying to obtain an agree
ment to limit debate on the pending 
measure, he will not get far with such a 
request .. I myself would object to a re
quest for unanimous consent to vote im
mediately upon an amendment such as 
that, without any discussion whatever. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a parliamentary in
quiry? . 

Mr. CAPEHART. I sh~ll be glad t,o 
yield in a moment. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States has taken over the rail
roads. He has taken over the coal mines. 
If I am reliably informed-and I believe 
I am-the railroad workers, or a certain 
segment of the railroad employees, have 

refused to work for the Government of 
the United States, and tonight our Na
tion is paralyzed as a; result ·of their re
fusal to work. I tried sincerely to intro
duce and obtain action here tonight on 
a measure which I did not introduce be
cause I thought it was entirely adequate; 
I intro~uced it because I feel it is nec
essary to take prompt action. I do not 
believe that the Congress of the United 
States, when our Government takes over' 
an industry, should permit the employees 
of that industry to defy the Govern
ment of the United States. Perhaps I · 
am wrong. 

I believe that the American people are 
looking to us tonight to do something 
that will stop one segment of our peo- . 
pie from defying the Government of the 
United States. . If I am correctly in
formed, today the railroad workers have 
defied the United States Gove~ment. 

' They have defied o.ur President. They 
have told him that they will not work 
for him. I understand that the coal 
miners have taken the same position. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Just a moment. 
I care not whether we pass the bill 

which I sent to the desk. I have no pride 
of authorship. I do not care what we 
do, so long as we maintain law and order. 

I am very happy to yield to the Sen-
ator from Kentucky. ' 

Mr. BARKLEY. Are there enough 
copies of the Senator's bill so that each 
Senator may have a copy to study? 

Mr. CAPEHART. There are not. I 
shall be very glad to Sl.lPPlY each Senator 
with a copy. 

Mr. BARKLEY. In the absence of any 
copies of the Senator's bill, may I ask 
him what he proposes in his bill which 
would put tbe two railway labor organi
zations back on the trains to operate 
them, in view of the news which we have 
received? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Let me say that my 
bill is a feeble e:fiort to do something: 
and I fail to see much of an effort on the 
part of the majority leader--

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not care what 
the Senator's opinion is of my actions 
as majority leader. I a:th utterly indif
ferent about it. But in the absence of 
·any copy of the bill from which we can 
draw our own conclusions, . what does the 
Senator's bill propose that would put 
those · men back on tbe trains? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator lis
tened to the reading of the bill. He 
knows what is in the bill. He is trying 
to ask me a question the answer to which 
he knows as well' as I do. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Had the Senator read 
the bill before he introduced it? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I certainly have 
read the bilL 

Mr. BARKLEY. What doer.: it pro-
pose? · 

Mr. CAPEHART. I again say that I 
for one have made a feeble e:fiort to pro
tect the interests of the American people 
tonight, when certain people in this Na- · 
tion are defying our Government. Feeble 
as it is, it is still an effort. 

Mr. BARKLEY. However small it is, 
· ahd however feeble it is, what is it that 
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the Senator proposes? Will he tell me 
the physical effort that he inakes in his 
bill to put the men back to work? 

Mr. CAPEHART. There is no physi
cal effort. 

Mr. BARKLEY. What is the propos
al? Is there a mental effort, or a spiritual 
or moral effort? 

Mr. CAPEHART. There is no "mental 
or spiritual effort. 
' Mr. BARKLEY. How does the Sena
tor propose to get them back? 

Mr . CAPEHART. May I say to the 
. .majority leader that he listened to the 

bill--
Mr. BARKLEY. I listened to it. All 

I ·could get out of it was that the Senator 
from Indiana wished that they go back. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Is it impossible for 
the Senate or the Congress to do any
thing but wish in respect to the situation 
which is paralyzing the Ameri..~an econ
omy tonight? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senatqr has in
troduced a bill which undoubtedly he 
thinks is a remedy for the critical situa
tion which now exists because at 4 o'clock 
today--

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair insists that the Senate 
be in order. The Senator from Indiana 
has the floor. If there is to be any in
terruption of the Senator from Indiana, 
the Chair should be addressed, and the 
consent of the Senator from Indiana ob- . 
tained. There is no other way to con
duct a d.ecent debate, as contemplated by 
the rules of the Senate. 

Mr . BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 
to say that I complied with that rule by 
addressing the Chair. The Senator from 
Indiana-yielded to me, and we are now 
engaged in a colloquy. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Does the Senator from Indiana 
yield, and if so, to whom? 

Mr. CAPEHART-. I yield to the Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to ask the Senator from In
diana what there is in his bill, for the 
consideration of which he has asked 
unanimous consent, which would put the 
men back on the trains in the United 
States ; ana if he does not know what is 
in his bill that will do that, I should in
quire, who does know? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask 
that the clerk reread the bill. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr . . President, before 
that is done, will the Senator from Indi..., 
ana yield to me? .. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I wish to' ask the Senator 

from Indiana, because I listened rather: 
carefully to the reading of his bill, if it is 
not true that he proposes that the Presi
dent shaH issue a proclamation, in effect, 
requiring the per:..ons who have g·one o~ 
·strike to return to work? 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct. 
Mr. HATCH. And in the event they 

do not return to work, then they shall be 
denied the privileges of the National 
Labor Relations Act? 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is exactly cor-
rect. " 

Mr. HATCH. I listened to all of the 
Senator's bill, and I was struck by the 

strangely familiar language. I ask the 
Senator whether the language of his bill 
is not what the Senator from Illin.ois 
[Mr. LUCAS] has proposed by way of an 
amendment? 

Mr. CAPEHART. It is very similar. 
Mr. HATCH. It is almost identical, is 

it not? 
Mr. CAPEHART. Yes; it is similar in 

many respects. · 
Mr. HATCH. I thought it was almost 

identical. 
Mr. CAPEHART. It is similar. I 

think the amendment the Senator from 
Illinois has offered is a good amendment, 
and I '.1ave intended to vote for it. 

Mr. HATCH. I understand 'that, in 
substance, the Senator from Indiana is 
proposing--

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, let 
me say that what I am trying to do is to 
obtain some action. I care not whether 
it comes from the bill I have sent to the 
desk or whether it comes from the 
amendment offered by the able Senator 
from Illinois. I care not who sponsors 
the bill or the amendment. I am trying 
to get some action, because, in my opin
ion, the American people are looking to 
the Senate of the United States for 
action. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. BALL. Let me respectfully sug
gest to the Senator from Indiana, since 
his request for unanimous consent for 
im'mediate consideration of his bill has 
been refused, that he will achieve his 
objective, which is action by the Senate, 
which many of us here desire, more 
quickly if we can stop this debate, which 
is accomplishing nothing, and return to 
the regular order and begin to vote on 
the amendments tv the committee bill 
and dispose of them. 

Mr. CAPEHART. _ Mr. President, I 
very graciously accepted the denial of my 
request for unanimous consent. The 
fact that I have been on my feet since 
then has not been because I have had 
anything further to say, but, rather, be
cause I have been asked questions. 

Therefore, I shall be very happy to 
yield the floor and to abide by the deci
sion of the Senate in the hope that we 
may proceed to write and pass some leg
islation that will help in the present 
situation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, for 
the information of the Senator from In
diana and the Senate, it might b~ appro
priate at this time to read subsection (2) 
of section 2 of the National Labor Rela
tions Act. It provides: -

The term "employer" includes any person 
acting in the interest of an employer directly 
or indirectly, but shall not include· the 
United States or any State or political sub
division thereof or any person subject to the 
Railway Labor Act as amended from time 
to time- ' 

And so forth. So the Railway Labor 
Act is excluded from the operations of 
the National Labor Relations Act. 
Therefore, legislation amending the Na
tional Labor Relations Act could have no 
effect whatever on the Railway Labor 
Act, even if it were passed without 
debate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT. pro tem
pore. The bill introduced by the Senator 
from Indiana, which now is offered as an 
amendment to the pending bill, will be · 
received, printed, and lie on the table. . 

The question now is on the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. GREEN] for himself and the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] in 
the nature of a substitute for the modi~ 
fied amendment of the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and several of my col
leagues, I send to the desk an amend
ment which we offer to the pending 
measure. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be received, 
printed, and lie on the table. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Do I correctly 
understand that the pending question is 
upon the amendment in the nature of ·a 
substitute offered by the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN]; and, if •so, is 
that amendment open to amendment? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. That amendment is now pending, 
and it would not be open to amendmen.t, 
so the parliamentary clerk advises the 
Chair. 

Mr.· REVERCOMB. Mr. President, let 
me say for the RECORD that I have studied 
the amendment offered by the able Sen .. · 
ator from Rhode Island. It appeals to 
me because it confirms the right of the 
employees to have established a fund for 
welfare purposes. But, Mr. President, it 
provides that the administration of the 
fund may be by the employees or by the 
employer. I had hoped to have that 
amendment amended by offering to it 
an amendment providing that the fund 
shall be administered jointly by the em
ployees and the employer. One of the 
very strong features of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Rhode Island 
is its provision that the supervision shall 
be under the Federal Security Adminis
trator. If we are going to proceed to
ward the passage of legislation to bring 
about industrial peace, it seems to me, 
Mr. President, that the thing to do is to 
remove the causes which prevent indus
trial pea~e. One of the very causes and 
issues which have arisen here is as to 
who shall administer the fund. Let me 
say that I am thinking about the worker 
himself, who should be the real bene
ficiary of the fund. Under the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Rhode 
Island, we have an opportunity to re
quire that the fund shall be administered 
jointly by the employees and the em
ployer, and under the direction of the 
Federal Security Administrator. It has 
been ruled that an amendment to that 
effect cannot be offered. Without such 
an amendment to the amendment of the 
Senator from Rhode Island, the question 
is left just as it is-unsettled, open to 
debate, a cause for friction and dispute. 
That is not the way to bring about in
dustrial peace. If we are going to legis
late, let us reach the cause of disputes 
directly, and let us remove, insofar as we 
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can do so upon a fair basis, the causes 
for .disputes. · 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Rhode 
Island, on behalf of himself and the 
Senator from Florida, in the nature of a 
substitute for the amendment of the 
Senator from Virginia, as modified. · · 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
quite pleased to hear that the able Sena
tor from West Virginia has found this 
amendment of interest to him. It was 
drafted and offered in an earnest spirit 
and hope that it might be found to be 
acceptable. It was the purpose of the 
amendment to throw around the admin
istration of health and welfare funds an 
..adequate safeguard in cas·e the funds 
were to be administered either by the 
employer exclusively or exclusively by 
the employees. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. - Mr. President; will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I gladly yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. The point I wish 

to make is that that is one of the very 
bases of dispute today. On the one·.hand, 
the employer says, "I want to administer 
this fund." On the other hand, the em
ployee or his representative says, "I de
sire exclusively to administer the fund." 
That is one of the bases of industrial 
disputes. 

If we are going t9 legislate, let ·me ask 
the able Senator from Florida why not 
take out that issue forever, by · saying., 
upon a fair basis, that the fund shall be 
jointly administered by both, under the 
supervision of the United States Gov
ernment? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I cannot 
agree that the principal objection to the 
administr~.tion of the fund by the em
ployee~ is the mere fact that tl}e em
ployees administer the fund. · There is a 
strong feeling on the part of a great 
many persons that if the employees ad
minister the fund, although there is 
much to be said in favor of their having 
that right, they will administer the fund 
in such a way as will not always carry 
out the purpose for which the fund was 
provided. I have heard Senators say on · 
this floor, privately, that they felt that 
some safeguard should be thrown around 
the administration of these funds, be
cause, for example, a labor leader might 
use the funds for a political purpose, 
which would be inconsistent with the ob
jects for which the funds were estab-
lished. · 

Mr. President, in case funds are ap
propriated and made available for a par
ticular purpose, for example, a health 
and welfare purpose-Senators have a 
perfect right to require that they shall be 
administered for that purpose, and for 
that -purpose alone. · 

As I have said, we have tried to provide 
an adequate and fair safeguard in the 
case of administration of a health and 
welfare fund either exclusively by the 
employer or exclusively by the employee. 
That is the essential difierence between 
this ameP-dment in respect to the health 
and welfare fund and the amendment of 
the able Senator from Virginia. 

However, this amendment leaves open 
to employer and employe~ the processes 

and· the privileges of collective bargain-· 
ing as to who shall administer the fund. 
That is not true ir. the case of the amend
ment of the able Senator from Virginia. 
In the case of his amendment, the ad
ministration is to be by the employer and 
the employees jointly. They would be 
denied the right, even by collective b~r
gaining, to agree that the employer 
should exclusively administer the fund. 
They would be denied the right, even by 
voluntary agreement, to provide that the 
employees shall administer · the fund, as 
has been done in the case of more than 
200,000 working men and women in the 
United States. This amendment would 
leave it open to the parties to arrive at 
any kind of an agreement as 'to the ad
ministr2.tion of · the fund which ' they 
might choose to adopt. However, they 
would make their deci~ion as to who must 
administer the fund with an awareness 
of the law, and would know that if they 
choose a. joint administration of em
ployer and employee, instead of a single 
administration on the part of the em
ployer, or an exclusive administration on 
the part of the employee, in either case 
the rules and regulations of the Federal 
Security Agency would actually govern 
the administration of the fund, and the 
Federal Security Agency would have au
thority to require a public audit of such 
fund. · 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will 
the Senator Yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Th~ Senator has 

argued that in the amendment there is 
left open to cqllective bargaining the 
question of whether the employees shall 
control the fund or the employer. 

Mr. PEPPER. Or, whether the fund 
shall be jointly administered. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. That is not pro
vided for in the amendment. 

Mr. PEPPER. Oh, yes, it is. The 
-amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Rhode Island and myself 
provides nothing whatever which would 
interfere with an employer and his em- . 
ployees, by collective bargaining, in ar
riving at an agreement concerning the· 
joint administration of the fund. It is 
not prohibited. It is not provided for 
but it is permissible. In case they should 
choose, through collective bargaining, to 
have a joint ·administration of the fund, 
no public agency would have anything to 
do with the fund because it is assumed 
that each party would exercise a1i ade
quate check on the other. It is _only in 
the case that, through collective bargain
ing, the employer and the employee agree 
to exclusive rdministration on the part of 
the employer, or to exclusive adminis
tration on the part of the employee, that 
the authors of the amendment, as well as 
other Senators who had something to do 
with its preparation, fel~ that a public 
agency which is informed on the subject, 
namely, the Federal Security Agency, 
should safeguard the administration of 
the fund. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Be that. as it .may, 
Mr. President, the amendment still 
leaves open for dispute the question as 
to exclusive administration by the em
ployer or exclusive administration by 
the employees, which is the very basis 

of the turmoil and unrest now . takir~g 
place in connection with the pending 
proposal. In other words, there cannot 
be collective bargain'ing so long as the 
dispute to which I have referred con
tinues to exist. What I am asking the 
Senate to do is to remove, by legisla
tion, every basis of the dispute. Let us 
say, by law, that upon the fair basis of 
a joint administration under the super
vision of the Government, this fund shall 
be administered for the well-l..>eiug of the 
workers themselves. When that has 
been done, Mr. President, we shall have . 
removed much of the cause cf the dis
pute. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, it ,is the 
opinion of many of us on this side of 
the Chamber that it is not necessary 
that the administration of the fund be 
shared in by the employer. in order to 
assure that the fund shall be fairly and 
equitably administered. It is the belief 
of many of that if a safeguard is pr:o
vided in the form of the Federal Security 
Agency, which has authority by rules and 
regulations to supervise the administra
tion 0f the fund, and n:ay require a pub
lic audit of the fund, every adequate 
safeguard will be .affo::-ded. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? . 
. Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. LUCAS. Assuming that the em
ployers and the employees have no suc
cess through collective bargaining in 
arriving at a decision as to who should 
administer the fund, what then would 
take place? 

Mr. PEPPER. According to the way 
the amendment of the able Senator from 
Virginia- is worded--

Mr. LUCAS. No; I am speaking of the 
amendment which has been offered by 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PEPPER. That amendment says 
nothing whatever about who shall ad
_minister the fund. If the fund is raised, 
it is to be assumed that the employer 
and the employees will have an equal 
voice, and will make some provision for 
the administration of the fund. 

Mr. LUCAS. The point I raise, I may 
say to my good friend, is that if, through 
collective bargaining, the parties are un- · 
able to agree on who shall administer 
the fund after the fund has b"een raised, 

·what then takes place? The absence of 
any provision in that regard strikes me 
as being an important defect in the Sen
ator's amendment. There is no provi
sion whatsoever in the amendment to 
take care of the situation in the event 
the two parties are unable to agree on 
who shall administer the fund. 

Mr. PEPPER. If the able Senator 
were to offer a suggested perfection of 
the amendment which would provide 
that in the event the employer and the 
employee were not able to agree on the 
administration of the fund, the admin
istration of the fund should be under the 
Federal Security Administration, we 
would gladly accept s11ch a proposal. I 
am speaking for myself in making that 
statement, but I am confident that the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] 

would agree to such a perfeGtion of the 
amendment. . 
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Mr. LUCAS. The Senator will agree, 

I am sure, that something should be 
done in order to make the amendment 
effective. There would be no point in 
raising a welfare fund and then not 
agreeing on who should administer it. I 
only make that statement by way of 
constructive criticism. 

Mr. PEPPE~. I thank the able Sena
tor. He has made a constructive sug
gestion. I believe the situation would be 
entirely different if this · were the law of 
the land in respect to its influence upon 
collective bargaining in connection with 
this subject. In other words, · at · the 
present time, when the employer and the 
employee bargain collectively, and de
cide that the a<;lministration of the fund 
shall be in the hands of the employees, 
such administration would be utterly 
unco-ntrolled. If, in that case, the em
ployees administer the fund improperly, 
the employer, as such, has no right to 
complain and criticize. 

Mr. LUCAS. And there are such funds 
as the kind to which the Senator refers. 

Mr. PEPPER. There undoubtedly 
/ may be. There are funds which are 

administered by the employees, and 
there are some funds which are im
properly administered by them. How
ever, I dare say, Mr. President, that if 
the law had been such that the coal 
operators had known that if they granted 
Mr. Lewis' request that the health and 
welfare fund should be administered 
exclusively by the employees, and that 
there would be a .constant and close su
pervision of the :funds under the admin
istration of the Federal Security Agency, 
including the right of the agency to 
require a public audit of the funds, the 
employers would have. felt differently 
about Mr. Lewis' request. I am sure they 
would if their disposition was not merely 
to oppose a fund of this character. 

In other words, if the employees are 
going to administer the fund, why should 
an employer . complain· if he is assured 
that a public agency will lay down the 
rules and regulations governing the ad
ministration of the fund, and be empow
ered to require a, public audit being made 
of _the fund? Why should not that kind 
of an arrangement satisfy any employer 
who had a conscieatious desire to see to 
it that the employees .~·eceived the benefit 
of the fund in the way in which the 
money was intended to be used? 

Mr. President, the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. REVERCOMB] asked the 
question, Why do the employees object 
to a joint administration of the fund? 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. I ask the question, 

Why would either the employees or the 
employers object when they could both 
be present and see at first hand wnat 
was being done. with the mone~ and have 
it supervised by a representative of the 
Government of the United States? I 
assert that both the employers and the 
~mployees should qe satisfied jointly .. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I was 
about to explain to the able Senator from 
West Virginia why I understood that the 
employees in many cases do object to· 
the joint administration of t.he fund, .or 

to the employer having a part in its 
administration. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. In looking at the Green 

' amendment, as I see it, it does not make 
any provision along the line which has 
been suggested by the Senator. It would · 
strike out the Byrd amendment and pro- . 
vide that it shall not be deemed to be 
unlawful under any law of the United 
States for an employer ..... or a group of 
employees to establ~sh the kind of a fund 
to which reference has been made, and 
to supervise it. But it is not unlawful 
now, under any law of the United States, . 
for a employer to set up a fund which 
is not supervised. The amendment of
fered by the Senator from Rhode Island 
accomplishes nothing except to s~y that 
it shall not be deemed to he unlawful 
under any law of the United ·States to 
do certain things. But, s·o far as out
lawing any fund is concerned,"that is en
tirely eliminated by the Green amend
ment, and if it were agreed to we would 
accompli:;;h nothing so .far as this entire 
subject is concern~d. · 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President: I can
not agree with/ what has been said by , 
the able Senator from Ohio, and I do 
not believe that a fair reading of the 
amendment would lead one to the con
clusion which he has expressed. In re
spect to the question of whether it is 
necessary to make lawful the raising of 
such a fund, the Senator from Ohio is 
correct. Neither does the Byrd amend
ment forbid or legalize the raising of a 
fund. It does not interfere with the 
right which presently exists to raise a 
fund. . 

Mr. TAFT. The Byrd amendment 
outlaws some kinds of funds and au
thorizes other kinds of funds. The 
Green amendment does not outlaw any 
kind of a fund. 

Mr. PEPPER. We are taik1ng about a 
fund for health and welfare purposes, 
and the Byrd amendment does not out
law any: kind of a fund t~at is raised for 
health and . welfare purposes. 
· Mr. TAFT. Yes; it does. The Byrd 
amendment--

Mr. PEPPER. If the Senator will 
allow me just a moment, I wil~ ·yield to 
tiim. I say the Byrd amendment does 
not outlaw the raising of a health and· 
welfare fund, proYided it is administered 
according to the terms of · the Byrd· 
amendment. So in that sense the sub
stantive law relating to the raising of a 
fund for health and welfare purposes is . 
not altered by the Byrd amendment ex
cept in respect to administration. 

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. PEPPER.· I yield. 

. Mr. TAFT. The Senator fails to ap
preciate the difference between a fund 
for health purposes clearly outlined in a; 
collective-bargaining agreement . and a· 
fund for welfare purposes in general; 
which may be used for housing, or edu
cation, or government, or any other thing 
that may be provided in the agreement. 
The purpose of the Byrd amendment is 
to justify and legalize the kinds of health 
and welfare funds . which are already in 
force i~ this country, but· it prohibjt_s · 

other kinds of funds where wide-open 
discretion is given to the union to sp.end 
in any direction it may see fit to select. 
So that, so far as the Green amendment 
is concerned, it does not outlaw any kind 
of a payment to a union, it does no~ ac
complish any o t the main purposes of 
the Byrd amendment as originally 
drafted and as still drafted. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the cri
terion of this discussion. depe~ds upon 
what the real purpose of the Byrd amend
ment is. I thought we started out with 
the assumption that John L. Lewis. rep
resenting the. mine employees, was mak
ing a condition to the reexecution of a 
work contract the agreement of the oper
ators upon a health and welfare fund, 
and that Mr. Lewis was insisting that 

· that fund not only had to be made avail
able, but had to be administered exclu
sively by the employees, without the em
ployer having any part in its administra-
tion.' · 

. Mr. TAFT. There is one other thing, 
and an important thing, which the .Stn
ator seems to omit, that Mr. Lewis in
sisted that it be for other benefits, he to 
determine what kind of use the fund 
was to be put to, which is absolutely ..tnd 
completely a different thing. He pro
posed that he could use it for education, 
which might easily include propaganja. 
He proposed that he have absolute dis
cretion not only in the administraticn of the fund, which does not bother inc 
at all, frankly, as· I said yesterday, bnt 
as to the kind of thing for which the flmd 
could be used. The Byrd amendment 
carefully defines the recognized forms of 
health and welfare benefits which ·such 
funds have been used for, and which 
have been legislate·d about in the Inter
nal Revenue Code, which are found to 
be funds for beneficial purposes; which 
should receive special tax exemption, Rnd 
should have special consideration frc.m 
the Government. That is what the Byrd 
amendment does. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the , 
Byrd amendment permits the fund to 
be raised and to be used for certain pur
poses and the purposes are generally 

·specified in the Byrd amendment. For 
example: · 

Such payments are held · in trust for the 
RUrpose· of paying, either from pr~ncipal. Ol\ 
income or both, for the benefi.t of employees, 
their families, and dependents, for medJcal 
or hospital care, pensions on retHement or 
death of employees, compensation fur in
juries or illness resulting from occupational. 
activity, or insurance to provide any of tpe 
foregoing, or life insurance, clisabUity · and 
EliCkness Insurance, or accident insurance . 

r Those purposes -are enumerated. Now 
rwill ask the Senator to listen to a state-' 
ment of the only purposes for whicn the · 
f.und can be raised under the .Green
Pepper amendment. 

It shall not be deemed to be unlawful un
der any law of the United States for an em
ployer or a group of employees engaged in an 
industry affecting commerce, . separately or 
jointly to establish and maintain a fund for 
the provision of hospital, medical, and home 
nursing care and services, vocational reha
bilitation, and other benefits to promote the 
welfare · of such employee. 

·. Mr .. President, the distinguished Sen
ator froJl! Ol;li!J is well acquainted with 
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the doctrine in law of ejusdem generis, 
that if there is a list of things which may 
be done, and we say "and so forth," or 
use other similar words, the other things 
take the character of the things that are 
specified in the preceding sequence. 

Mr. TAFT. Will the S2nator yield? 
Mr. PEPPER. I should be perfectly 

willing, and I am sure the Senator from 
Rhode Island would be, to have it under
stood that primarily the other things to 
promote the welfare of such employees 
are things associated with their health 
and welfare. 1 . 

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Then I take it that the 

Senator does not outlaw in any way a 
fund for propaganda, a fund for any 
general dispensation, education, or hous
ing, which may be set up. The trouble 
with the Senator's amendment is that it 
does not make anything unlawfuL It 
simply says it shall not be unlawful to do 
these things. It is the most extraordi
nary piece of draftsmanship · to attempt 
to accomplish a purpose I have ever seen. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Rhode Island arid the Senator 
from Florida, who admit full responsi
bility for this draftsmanship, may not 
be as distinguished lawyers as is the 
able Senator from Ohio, but assuredly he 
can see the two ways of stating exactly 
the same thing. One is to prohibit a fund 
except for a given purpose, and another 
way to state it is to authorize the fund 
and limit the purposes. The use of the 
second or alternative way does not seem 
to me to convict a lawyer of exactly the 
stupidity and the incompetence which 
have just been attributed to the Senator 
from Rhode Island and the Senator from 
Florida by the Senator "from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Surely the Senator does 
not think it is the same to say that it 
shall be lawful to do this and to say that 
it shall not be deemed unlawful to do· 
that. The two things are entirely diff~r
ent. They do not accomplish the same 
purpose in any way. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered and now pending 
makes permissible the raising of a fund 
for limited purposes, and it would au
thorize the raising of a fund for no other 
than the mentioned purposes. If the 
fund is raised for any other purpose, it 
does not get the protection of the amend
ment. That is just as clear as the Eng
lish language can be stated. 

Mr. TAFT. In the absence of any 
other law, it does not need the protection 
of this amendment or any other amend
ment. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator means the 
Byrd amendment? · 

Mr. TAFT. No; a fund does not need 
the protection of any law. The Senator 
says unless it is thus and so it does not 
get the protection of the amendment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. In just a moment. At 
the present time an employer or group of 
employees, or the two jointly, can raise a 
fund without any governmental permis
sion from either State, local, or Federal 
Government. The Senator is correct in 
the sense that express statutory permis· 

sion is not needed in order to raise a 
fund, except possibly in respect to the 
National Labor Relations Act, and so far 
as the early language of the amendment 
is concerned, it might have been deleted, _ 
but the intent was to make it clear, in 
that language, that the fund could law
fully be raised only for these purposes, 
and the purposes are set out. Then, 
when the fund is raised, it is made clear 
that it has to be administered either 
jointly by the employer and the employ
ees, or has to be administered exclusively 
by the employer or the employees, sub
ject to the rules and regulations of the 
Federal Security Agency. 

I now yield to the Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I should like to say to the distinguished 
Senator from Florida that to me the 
difference seems to be simply this: The 
Byrd amendment provides that no 
money shall be given by an employer to · 
a representative of the employees ex
cept for a health fund. Then, when it 
is given for the health fund, it is regu
lated in a certain way. The Green 
amendment says that if money is given 
for a health fund, it shall be regulated 
in a certain way. But the Green amend
ment does not prevent, by agreement or 
otherwise, the setting up of another 
fund which will not be subject to any 
regulation of any character. My ques
tion is--

Mr. PEPPER. Will th.e Senator re
peat the last sentence? I did not quite 
hear it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Green 
amendment states, in substance, that if 
the money is given for a health fund, 
then it is subject to regul~,tion, but if 
it is agreed that money is to be paid to 
a representative of the employees for 
any other purposes except the health 
purposes, then it is not subject to any 
regulation. My question to the Sena
tor is this, Would he be willing to say 
that no money shall be given by an em
ployer to the representative of an em
ployee unless it is subject to regulation 
by the Federal Security Administrator? 

Mr. PEPPER. No, Mr. President; the 
Senator from Florida would not be agree
able to that. That brings up the ques
tion, as I said a moment ago, as to what 
the real intent of the Byrd amendment 
is. If the real intent of the Byrd amend
ment is not to assure the fair and equi
table administration of ·a health and wel
fare fund, but is for some other purpose 
principally in addition to that, then the 
vice of. it becomes all the more obvious 
to me on its face. 

Mr. President, we brought out here the 
other day in debate, by the suggestions 
of other Senators, a number of imagina
ble cases which might be affected by the 
broad language of the Byrd amendment, 
which the Senator from Massachusetts 
now speaks of as one of its virtues. Who 
of us can anticipate the proper cases that 
might be prohibited if the general :wo
hibition in the Byrd amendment is car
ried into · law? Why should we be 
charged with the necessity of anticipat
ing every case that might possibly arise? 
The case which brought this matter into 
the forefront of discussion was the- case 

of John L. Lewis. He was asking only 
a health and welfare fund, and the ques
tion arose as to whether he should be 
allowed a health and welfare fund or not. 
The next question was: If he were 
allowed it, who should administer it? 
He insisted the employees should ad
minister it. Then the suggestion was 
made that that was a wrongful power; 
that it could be abused; that the money 
could be used for politics or propaganda 
or for something else. Senators said 
they wanted assurance, they wanted 
safeguards so the money could not be 
used· for any improper purposes. 

If the real purpose of the Byrd amend
ment is to hamstring-as I have said 
from the beginning I thought it was
really to hamstring collective bargaining, 
not merely to assure the proper adminis
tratjon of a health and welfare fund, but 
to hamstring the privilege and the free
dom of the employees in collective bar
gaining, 'I am all the more strenuously 
opposed to it, because I do not think that 
is the kind of legislation that experience 
has shown we should adopt, I will say to 
my friend, the Senator from Massachu
setts. 

Mr. President, one of the virtues of the 
Green-Pepper amendment is that it does 
not have in it the prohibitions contained 
in the first part of the Byrd amendment. 
I thought that the real purpose of the 
Byrd amendment was to provide that 
the health and welfare fund cannot be 
used for palitical purpo~es, it cannot be 
used for propaganda, it cannot be squan
dered, it cannot be mismanaged, and that 
the only way .to ass\}re that it will be prop
erly administered is to give the employer 
a joint voice in the administration of the 
fund. 

So now the Senator from Rhode Island 
and I and others who favor this amend
ment say, "Very well, we will put safe
guards around the administration of the 
fund by placing it under the scrutiny of 
the Federal security agency, a respon
sible and experienced Federal agency in 
this field." If all that the able Senator 
from Virginia and all that the able Sena
tor from Massachusetts and the other 
able Senators who share ,their point of 
view want is the protection of the health 
and welfare fund, they will find, I respect
fully submit, the assurance that it will be 
properly administered under the Green
Pepper amendment, because every ad
m~nistrative act will be subject to the 
rule and regulation and the fund will be 
subject to the audit of the Federal Se
curlty Agency .. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. McMAHON. Is it the .Senator's 

contention that his amendment, as it is 
now drawn, prohibits John L. Lewis or 
anybody else from collectively bargain• 
ing for : a fund that is other . than a 
health and welfare fund? 

Mr. PEPPER. It does not prohibit 
that. It would 'permit John L. Lewis, 
:William Green, John Smith, or anybody 
else to bargain collectively with his em
ployer for any fund other· than a health 
and welfare fund, and it would not be 
subject to this amendment. 
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Mr. McMAHON. Everi if he wanted to 

set up a fund for other purposes he could 
go ahead and bargain for that? 
· Mr. PEPPER. I will say to the Sena

tor it is just the same as if he .were to say, 
"You will have to give me a fund for 
other purposes or my men will not go 
back to wovk for so many cents an hour." 
One can always attach improper condi
tions, but we have not had any exper
ience of that sort. The only experience 
we have had is ·with the check-off system, 
and that is permitted by the Byrd 
armendment, although it . used to be 
fought very bitterly by many employers. 
The only other experience-and that 
is what provoked thi~ controversy-was· 
what I assume to be the objection
able experience between the United Mine 
Workers and management when- Mr. 
Lewis insisted upon the · exclusive man
agement of the fund by the workers, · 
without any safeguarq that would assure 
its proper use. The Green-Pepper 
amendment does assure the proper use 
of. the fund. 

Mr . .President, if the able Senator from 
Virginia and other Senators are going to 
try to have adopted an amendment which 
will anticipate every possibility of what a 
union leader or representative of workers 
may submit as a condition for the execu-· 
tion of a contract, I should like to ask the 
able Senators how many pages o·f amend
ments do they think that the exercise of 
imagination would require or would. de
mand that they submit to their colleagues 
for their consideration? . That shows the 
eE"sential vice and folly and fallacy of 

. some of . these. amendments, and partic
ularly the amendment to which the 
Green-Pepper amendment is addressed; 
that is, the Byrd amendment. It shows 
that Senators are not really merely try
ing to proteqt a health and welfare fund; 
they are not really merely frightened 
about the proper use Qf a health an~ wel
fare ·fuJ)d by the employees. They are 
not satisfied that that can be answered; 
no matter how securely the answer may 
com~ to them. What t:p.ey want, what 
they .think they can do, Mr. President, 
and which will prove so disappointing to 
them :·s · to .. enact into law by way of 
amendment a prohibition that will . pre
v~nt any disagreements in collective 
bargaining between employees and em
ployers. That is , -r~ally what they are 
getting. They are afraid. that Mr. Lewis 
or somebody else ·might make some· other 
request to which management might not 
subscribe, and that mighl produce a dis-· 
agreement, and the disagreement might 
bring about a failure of colle.ctive bargain
ing, and the failure of collective bargain
ing might lead to a work stoppage or to 
a strike. and .we would be in such a crit
ical situation as we are in at the present 
t~me. . . · .. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? · 

-Mr. PEPPER. I yield. ·1· 
Mr. MORSE. I think a very tunda

lriehtal issue has come to light here in 
th~ · recent discussion, and I think it : 
ought to be made crystal clear in the 
RECORD . .. If I understood ·the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] 
correctly, and if I understood · the · Sen- ;_ 
ator from Ohio [Mr. TAFTJ correctly, . 

what some of the proponents · o{ the 
Byrd amendment are seeking to do is to 
say that the Government by law should 
prohibit certain agreements which labor 
-and management can enter into by way 
of a collective-bargaining contract; and 
they are now, as I understand the Sen
ators, purporting to say that "We, the 
Government, are going to tell unions and 
employers what they can agree to." Not 
how they can administer their agree
ment once they have agreed to it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Exactly. . 
Mr. MORSE. Not whether we, the 

Gov~rnment, are going to see to it that 
after they enter · into their agree~ent, 
we will check any abuse in its admin
istration. 

Certairi.iy it is sound public policy in 
my judgment-and I 'think that is what 
the distinguished ·Senator from . Rhode · 
Island is seeking to carry out ' in this 
amendment-for the Government to say 
there is · suffi.cient public interest in these 
collective-barg'aining agreements to see 
to it when a health and welfare agree-· 
ment is entered into, that such ·agree
merit is administered in accordan(:e· with' 
its· purposes and objectives. And he 
seeks to do it by authorizing the Admin
istrator of the Federal Security Agency,' 
in accordance wtth regulations which he 
shall issue, to guarantee to all parties 
t'o the ··agreement, including the public,' 
because of the public interest in the mat
ter, that th~ furid will be administered 
in accordance #Nith the objective of the 
agreement. I~ thiJ:lk that is a proper 
thing for the ·aovernment to do. · 

But;_ if I understand the Senator cor- · 
rectly, they now want to say, "There are 
certain subject matters over which you 
cannot agree." Let me give one example: 
In some collective-bargaining agree
ments provision · is made for nursery 
schoois and nursery care of the children 
of the women employees in .the factory. 
The money for the support of· that type 
of social service 'to the employees is con
tributed solely by the -employers. There 
are soi:ne far-sighted ·employers . in . 
America who are also carrying on in con
nection with the employer-union rela
tionships some night ·schools, offering 
classes to better the education of their. 
workers. They are given vocational 
training. .Multitudes of enterprises, 
:which the emploY.ers are seeking to sup
port with their own money, are author- · 
izea in collective bargaining agreements. 

I say to the Senator from Florida that 
I thfnk we should ·be v&y careful not to · 
vote for an amendment such· as the Byrd 
amendment, which contains language 
which, in my opinion, will result in ·great · 
confusio~ as to' the legal_ity of such col
lective bargaining agreements, ;:tnd, as I · 
said- earlier this afternoon, i11 a multi- · 
plicity of litigation over the matter. 

I think we ought to welcome the 
broadening of• collective-bargaining 
agreements ·SO· that many things will be · 
done voluntarily by the employers and · 
the union in agreement with each other · 
in order to improve the lot of the work- · 
ers, not only_ froin the standpoint of · 
wages and worl~ing conditions within the 
plant of. the empl<lyer, but within the . 
community in which the Plant is located . 
and the . employees live~ . . 

. It seems to me that the G'reen amend
ment gives us adequate pr.otection of the 
public interest involVed, arid -guarantees 
to the parties to the agreement that the 
funds will be administered in accordance 
with the provisions of the agreement and 
in keeping with snch regulations as the 
Administrator of ~he !"ederal Security 
Agency may set forth. · 

I share the view of the Senator from 
Florida, if I correctly· understand him. I 
think it would be a most unwise policy 
for the Government to say, "Now we are · 
going to tell you what you can put in your 
collectiv·e:-bargaining agreement, in re
gard to what it shall cover by way of a 
welfare or hospital fund, or educational 
fund, or a fund to provide other cultural 
and heaJth services for the employee." 

Mr. PEPPER. Iv,tr. President, I warmly 
thank .the able Senator from Oregori for 
his valuable contribution. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr.' :rresident, will 
the Senator ·yield? 
- Mr. PEPPER. 1 yieid. 

Mr. TUNNELL. I ·think if is· coming 
out now that what I was protesting about 
yesterday is correct: If the Senator will 
remember, at that time ·! stated that the: 
a:ffieridment was sloppily &awn. I think 
it is now acutely drawn,'. and that . very 
much that appeared at that time to be 
a disregard of rights was in effec~ 
· Mr. REED. Mr. President, a point of 

order. 
. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator' will sta-te' it. · _ 
Mr. REED. The point of order is·that 

the Senator _from· Florida has'been. farm
ing out · his time- to Senators 'tb make 
s·peecJ:ies, jn violation of the niles of · the 
Senate. . ' 
' The ACTING .P.RESIDENT pro tem

pore. The point of order is well taken. 
The ·chai-r do·es not fee·l disposed to ob
ject in his· legislative capacity, but the
point 'of order is well take.n. 

The . Senator from Florida may not 
Yield except for a question. . 
· Mr: PEPPER. I yield to the Senator · 

from Delawar_e for a question. 
· Mr. TUNNELL. I ask if this language 

in the By:rd amendment is· nqt exactly tn··. 
line with what was stated by the Senator 
from Ohio.' He says that there is noth
ing prohibited in the · so-called Green 
tiill. Is it not true that there is . a dis
tinction? The Byrd · aq1endment pro-
vid_es as iollo~~-= · · 
. It shall be unlawful for any employer to 

pay or.qeliv.er, or to agree to pay or deliver,. 
any money or other thin'g of value to any 
representative of any of his employees who · 
are engaged· in commerce or in t.l;le production . 
of goods for commerce. 

D~es not th~t ·prohibit all sorts of con-
tributions? _ 

Mr: PEPPER. Exactly. 
. Mr. TUNNELL. With the exception 

of what is fqund iri item (3) on page 2. 
Tnat is all that .is excepted from the pro- · 
hibition. 
~r. PEPPER. Except for items <1) 

and <2) preceding. 
Mr. TUNNELL. Tho.se were in the 

original amendment. · 
Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is abso-

lutely-correct. · 
' Mr. TUNNELL. Is not the RP.nator 

from Ohio correct when he .. says that 
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there ·is nothing prohibited in the so
called Green amendment, while . every
thing is prohibite-d iri the Byrd amend
ment With . the eX·~eptioris . Which have 

· been stated? · ·· 
Mr. PEPPER: The Senator is abso

lutely correct. 
I wish to say, relative to the objection 

of the able Senator from Kansas, that 
last week the Senator from Florida 
yielded to Senators to make speeches
not merely comments such as have re.:.. 
cently been made by the able Senator 
from Oregon and the ab'le ·senator fr.om 
Delaware, directly in line with tne de.: 
bate, but separate speeches. Objection 
was made to that, and the Senator from 
Florida agreed that it was certainly a 
technical violation of the rule, and prob
ably he was overgenerous in yielding to 
Senators to make such · addresses. . 

But I respectfully protest to my able 
,friend from Kansas that he would not 
wish to charge that the remarks which · 
were made this evening by the Senator 
from Oregon and the Senator from Dela
ware were extraneous to the discussion, 
or made for the_ purpose of delay, or as 
in any sense intended to be obstruCtive 

enough. I agree with the Senator from 
Maryland that it is time to cut off un
necessary debate. · 

.Mr. TUNNELL.· Mr. President, I ob
ject. The Senator is inak.ing a speech on 
another Senator's time. 

The ACTING· PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I can assure the Chair 
that the Senator from Oregon has no de
sire at any time to violate any · rule of 
the Senate; but I wish to explain the 
situation to the Chair, and I should Uke 
to have a ruling ori it-

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair doeS' not· believe that 
the Senator is presenting a parliamentary 
inquiry. If there is a parliamentary in-
quiry the Chair will be glad to hear it. 

·Mr. MORSE. _ Wili .the Chair advise 
the Senator from Oregon how he can find 
out unless it be through the Chair, how 
he can clarify a point being made in de
bate on a pending amendment, when he 
believes that that point has been left in 

or in bad faith .' · 
· · As I stated the other day, I am sure 

. that Senators wish to· be fair to other 
Senators, and to ·all measures alike. I 
am sure the ·able Senat0r from Kan
sas wishes to be fair to all Senators, and 

· utter confusion in the RECORD? · 

to all measures alike. , 
Mr .' REED. Mr. · President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. PEPPER. Just a moment. The 

. S~nator from Florida is -agreeable to any 
· observance oC the rules of the Senate 
·which is customary. I realize that· it is 
a technical matter, a technical vioiation 
of the rule, if a Senator does more than 
ask a question . . But at least until some
thing like bad faith is involved. I won
der if the Senator wishes to apply that 
rule to this particular discussion·, which 
was in dead earnest, without feeling that 
perhaps it might . be app'ued in other 
cases when he would not feel that it was 
proper to apply it. 

·Mr. REED. I will ·ask the ' Senator a 
question, to keep within the ruling. Does · 
not the Senator believe that the Senator 
from Oregon, who occupied 3 hours on 
this fle>or today on this question, had am~ 
pie opportunity to discuss the que&tion 
without making another speech in the 
Senator's time? 

Mr. PEPPER. I would not call what 
the able Senator from Oregon said a 
speech. The total elapsed time occupied 
by him was certainly less than 5 min- . 
u·tes. I am sure that the remarks of the 
able Senator from Delaware did not ex
ceed 2 or 3 minutes. The Senator from 
Florida was on his feet. . The comments 
were directly pertinent to the issue. I 
wonder if the· senator w'ishes · to invoke 
the rule, so long as the discussion is car
ried on in that pertinen·t and germane 
way, and in such good faith as I believe ' 
would be admitted with respect to the 
discussi-on between the Senator from 
Florida, the Senator from Oregon, and · 
the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. REED. I have never taised that . 
point of order before in .the Senate, but · 
I · think this filibuster has gone far 

XCII--347 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The .Chair will say to the distin
guished Senator from Oregon that that 
is not a parliamentary inquiry. The 
Senator from Oregon has the right to 
take the floor in his own right, and he 
has the right to ask another Senator a 
question, ,with his permission. The Chair . 
has not felt disposed to invoke any rule. 
The Chair does not know that he has any 
authority to invoke a rule of that kil).d; 
·but the rule has been invoked, and any 
violation of the rule will result in the 
Senator who permits it, while he is speak
ing, losing the floor. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President-· -
Mr. MORSE. - Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Florida yield for a . ques
tion? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I should like to ask the 

distinguished Senator from Florida if in 
his judgment the ByrQ. amendment seeks 
to restrict the type of agreement which . 
can be made by the parties to a collective-
bargaining contract, insofar as the use 
that can be made of the money for a wel
fare fund is concerned. 

Mr. PEPPER. I am not quite sure 
that I understand the question. Will 
. the Senator repeat the question? 

Mr. MORSE. 1 will put it in question 
form again. I ask the distinguished Sen
ator from Florida if it is his opinion that 
the Byrd amendment seeks to limit the 
use to which parties to a collective-bar
gaining agreement may put the· funds 
contril;mted by the employer, to a so
called health and welfare fund. 

Mr. PEPPER. Absolutely; and the 
able Senator from Oregon has made it 
very-clear as to just what a vice that is 
in the amendment. 

· Before I ·address myself further to that 
point, I cannot · refrain from protesting 
and denying that any Senator who has 
the same point of view as the Senator 
from ·Florida relative to this legislation 
has been engaged-. or ' is enga~ed in a 

filibuster. I have no power ·to prevent 
another Senator from having his own 
opinion about anything he wishes to have 
an opinion about; but I will say to the 
Senator from Kansas that Senators will ' 
recall that in the ·beginning, when this 
question was taken up, there was no 
objection. Substantially all the debate 
which h"\s been had could have been had 
on a motion to take up the bill, as Sena
tors well know. At every phase in this 
discussion the discussion has been . per
tinent to the issue, and not extraneous to 

·it. I protest that any fair observer can 
read the RECORD and he will not find 
any debate on the part of the Senator 
from Florida, the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. MURRAY.l the Senator from D2la~ 
ware [Mr. TUNNELL], -or other Senat.cirs 
wh~ ·have spoken and who share the 
opinion of those Senators, which was not 
pertinent and germane to the particular 
issue which the Senate has had before 
it from time to time. 

Moreover, Mr. President,- . yesterday 
evening when the question arose as to 
whether there should be a vote the Sena
tor from Florida stated that s6 far as 
he was concerned he agreed to the vote. 
when the vote could have been delayed 
without any difficulty whatever. 

Not only that. Mr. President, but the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is the best evi
dence as to how many times the Byrd 
amendm'erit has been amended in the 
Senate since the debate has been in 
progress. The various forms 'which the. 
amendment has taken will show for 
themselves. The .RECORD will show how 
different the Byrd amendment is at the 
present time compared to the Byrd 
amendment which was orhtinally pre
sented to the Senate. I think it is fair 
to say that a considerable part of the 
change-some of us think the improve
ment-in the Byrd amendment is at
tributable to the debate which has been 
had in the Senate. 

So, Mr. President, on behalf of my
self and other Senators with whom I 
have beeri associated, I vigorously pro
test the designation that the debate in 
which we have engaged has been ·or is 
a .fil ;buster. I will say to my colleagues 
that if the Senator from Florida were 
engaged in a filibuster, I can assure 
Senators that he would have spoken 
longer than he has spoken; and he is 
thoroughly able to do it even now. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inqui-ry. 

·Mr.- PEPPER. If the Senator from 
Kansas wishes to test the ability of the 
Senator from .Florida, the Senator from 
Florida is willing. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Will the Senator from Florida 
yield for a parliamentary inquiry. . 

Mr . . PEPPER. Let me finish the sen
tence and then I shall be glad to yield. 

The Seriato·r from Florida will be very 
glad to give an exhibition of his physical 
strength. When I rose, the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] · walked 
by and asked how· long I intended to 
speak. I told him for only · a few min
utest not more than 30 minutes. · I 
had told the Senator from Montana 
rMr. MURRAYl that I thought he would 
h~ve ~ime to go downstairs and get his 
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dinner. When the Senator froni Flor
ida rose to discus this amendment, he 
had told others of his colleagues that 
he wished to discuss this amendment, 
and that so far as he was concerned, 
when the discussion ·was over, there 
could be a vote. 

Now I wish to protest again that our 
good faith not be · further impugned. I 
think we are entitled not to have our 
good f·aith .impunged, so long as we are 
making an intelligent discussion of an 
amendment which is now being discussed 
for the first time; I mean to say that the 
middle of this afternoon, or near it, was 
the first time it was discussed by the abl~ 
Senator from Rhode Island. The discus
sion which has been had on this pro
posed substitute cannot be considered by 
anyone to be other than germane and, ~f 
I may respectfully say so as a participant, 
intelligent debate. on 'a proposal which is 
earnestly presented to the Senate and 
which will be criterion of exactly what 
really are the purposes of Senators who 
are proposing other amendments. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President-
Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I wish to ask a parlia

mentary question of the Chair, namely, 
whether the junior Senator from Oregon 
has a right as~ matter of personal priv
ilege to protest the statement of the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED], which 
I think on the RECORD tends to implicate 
the Senator from Oregan. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. It is not in order for the Senator 
from Oregon to do so in the time of the 
Senator from Florida. ,The Senator from 
Oragon has a right to take the floor and 
protest or to make another speech. Only 
two speeches on the same subject are in 
order in the course of the same day, un
der the rule of the Senate. That rule has 
not been invoked. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to an
other point of order: Methinks the ladies 
do protest too much! [Laughter.] 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
ask one more question. _ 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair will entertain a point of 
order. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish ~o ask this ques
'tion in order to clarify the Chair's ruling, 
because I do not entirely·understand it: 
If a Member of the s~nate in the course 
of his remarks, in interrupting another 
Senator who has the floor at the time, 
makes a comment which in the opinion 
of a colleague reflects upon · that col.:. 
league, do I correctly understand that a 
Member of the Senate does not have the 
right to rise at that time and protest the 
reference? I think that the--

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The present occupant of the Chair 
is of the opinion that a Senator cannot 
make a protest in the time of a Senator 
who has the floor. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a few 
days ago I stateC::. that, although we were 
not filibu·stering this legislation, some of 
us gave up the power of filibuster or of 
unlimited debate with very great reluc
tance in this particular controversy, be .. 
cause some of the S2nators who are so 
ardent and so diligent and so insistent 
upon the disposition of this Jegislij.tion. 
which we believe vitally to affect the 

rigpts of millions of people who happen 
to be among our most/ honorab1e cit
izens-the working men and women of 
this country-are the first to take advan
tage of the power of unlimited debate 
when legislat~on which they consider 
unwise is pendmg on this floor or is pro
posed here. I think we have a right to 
discuss that matter with -some candor. 
Able Senators know very well that. there 
is on the calendar of the Senate legisla
tion which, if brought up, will provoke 
an unyielding filibuster, and little bones 
will be made of the fact that it is being 
opposed by a filibuster. Yet, Mr. Presi
dent, when a measure such as this labor 
legislation, which many of us think will 
deprive the working men and women of 
this country of many of their essential 
econ_pmic and political rights, is before 
the Senate, then some Senators can 
hardly too quickly have the Senate pass 
it, or in the second week of its discus
sion-as they began last week to do
hurl the charge of ''Fllibuster!" 

Mr. President, it is an old saying that 
those who live in glass houses ought not 
to throw stones. I am one Senator, as I 
have said previously, who has not partici
pated in a fill buster since 1937; and so 
far as I know, I do not expect to partici
pate in a filibuster. I will say, Mr. Presi
deht, that I will. join any Senator on this 
ftoor in supporting the introduction or 
the passage of an amendment to the 
fules of the Senate which will give a 
majority of this body authority at any 

, time. even when a Senator is on his feet 
and speaking, to determine upon a limi
tation of debate. I think that is a fair 
proposal, and I invite the acceptance of 
that invitation by any other Senator. 

A few days ago I said that I had been 
talking with other Senators and that I 
contemplated offering three proposed 
amendments to the rules of the Senate: 
One, to permit a majority to invoke the 
rule of relevancy of debate, because oft
times the basis of a filibuster is irrelevant 
to the pending business; second, t~ allow 
a majority at any time to determine wnat 
is the,pending business. That would pre
vent a filibuster on a motion to take up a 
bill, and it would' prevent a filibuster on 
a question of having the Chaplain 's 
prayer included in the Journal or on a 
question o"! correction of the Journal or 
on some other question which might be 
the subject of debate, but to which the 
rule of cloture is not applicable. The 

. third amendment to the rules of the Sen
ate would be to permit a majority of the 
Senate at any time, even when a Senator 
is on his feet and speaking, to determine 
when a final vot e upon any measure or 
amendment shall be had. 

Mr. President, I shall gladly yield to 
any Senator who wishes to make a 
unanimous-consent request now or at 
any other time to bring about those 
amendments to the rules of the Senate
amendments which are necessary to be 
made if we are to have the capacity to 
dispatch the public business as the public 
need may require. 

Mr. President, as I have said, many of 
~s have been faced with the knowledge 
of the frequent and threatened use of the 
filibuster to prevent the enactment of 
such legislation as the anti-poll-tax bill 
c.nd ot her legislCJ.tion which is on the 

calendar. Yet, when we are confronted 
with a proposal which· vitally affects 
thousands and millions of the working
men of this country, when a measure is 
proposed which we believe robs them of 
their rights, if we undertake to go into a 
second week of debate on such a measure, 
we are charged with carrying on a fili
buster, and the technical rules of the 
Senate are invoked, even to see to it that 
there cannot be a pertinent and germane 
discussion of the issues involved in such 
legislation here upon the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr.. President, I ask Senators whether 
that is a fair application of the rule of the 
Senate. I ask Senators . why, if they 
wish to complain about the length of 
debate in the present case, they are not 
Willing to admit the possibility of abUse 
in other cases, and· why they are not 
willing to yield their power to filibuster 
a proposal to change the rules and to al
low the Senate to debate and honestly 
discuss what should be the rules of the 
Senate. 

I do not wish to charge any moral tur
pitude or bad faith; but I think that 
here in the Senate-we are entitled to in- . 
dulge in the presumptions in which rea
sonable men may indulge. I ask Sena
tors whether they consider that there is · 
any reasonable · legislative possibility or 
probability that a rule to allow a ma
jority to limit debate at any time would 
ever be voted upon by the Senate. If 
Senators think there is a free and fair 
opportunity in the Senate to debate and 
adopt an honestly proposed change in 
the rules, I should like to hear from any 
Senator who believes that to be a possi
bility as a practical legislative matter. 

So, Mr. President, I 'think that not 
only do all of us know that we have no 
power to limit debate on a ·legislative 
matter, but we know. we have no power to 
change the rule which permits filibus
ters, .because some Senators who are op
posed to the adoption of a motion to 
take up a certain measure would no 
doubt filibuster against a proposed 
change of the rule regarding filibuster 
itself. 

So, Mr. President, that is the state of 
the rules of the Senate of the United 
States. As I have said, I have seriously 
co~sid.ered and I have appraised in my 
own mind which course in the long run 
would be the better one in the public 
interest, and whether it would be better 
for us to filibuster, uncompromisingly 
filibuster, as long as we had the power 
to engage in it here in the Senate, until 
we forced from a majority or two-thirds 
of the Senate, or from the necessary com
mittees, an admission that there was a 
power of abusive filibuster. That. would 

· be a demonstration of it in a national 
crisis, and then perhaps we would be 
able to amend the rules of the Senate 
as they should be amended in the interest 
of the speedy dispatch of public business. 

Mr. President, I think my record in 
. that regard has been consistent since 

1937. As the able Senator from Virginia 
said, the Senator from Florida proposed, 
2 or 3 years ago, a change in the filibuster 
rule. Frankly, the Senator from Florida 
never pushed for a hearing on that pro
posal, because he was never gullible 
enough to believe that he would ever get 
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it out of the Rules Committee, if he did 
obtain a hearing on it. Again I say with 
no imputation of bad faith that Sena
tors simply would not vote to report it 
from the Rules Committee. I doubt if 
anyone believes that the Senator from 
Florida, or any other Senator, is naive 
enough to think it would be reported. 
If there is any suggestion of it, we will 
try at any early date to see what will 
happen in the Rules Committee and in 
the Senate with respect to the needed 
and necessary chan·ge in the rules of the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, all I am saying is that 
I do not believe it to be fair to able 
Senators on this floor repeatedly to hear 
charges of filibustering aimed . against 
some of us who are oppOsing amend
ments which we believe to be ha:anful to 
the public interest, when the rules of the 
Senate do no"t permit actual filibustering, 
and when the record in this case does 
not, I submit, justify the charg,e of 
filibustering. 

Mr. President, I wish now to return to 
a discussion of the amendments, and en
deavor to bring my discussion to a close 
within a short time. 

It is very clear that the able Senator 
from Oregon was correct when he said , 
that we cannot imagine all the things 
which would be forbidden if the Byrd 
amendment were agreed to in its present 
fortn. The amendment forbids the pay
ment of money by an employer to. the 
representatives of employees upon any 
except three grounds·; first, as wages or 
salaries, compensation for services; 
second, as a check-off payment; . and 
third, to be used as a health and welfare 
fund for the specifically enumerated 
purposes set forth in the amendment. 

As the Senator from Oregon pointed 
out, · Mr. President, the amendment 
would forbid . an employer and an em
ployee, through collective bargaining, 
from agreeing to erect a .nursery to house 
babies of women who worked at a fac
tory, because that would not be one of 
the specified objectives of the health anct' 
welfare fund provided for on page 2 of 
the Byrd amendment. 

Mr. President, as I construe the Byrd 
amendment, and as the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEEI:.ER] · pointed out 
the other day, it would forbid an em
ployer from contributing to any repre
sentative of employees $100, for example, 
for use in organizing and eqUippjng a 
baseball team for entertainment and 
recreation purposes. As the Senator 
from Montana, who is the chairman of 
the Interstate Commerce· Committee, 
further pointed out, the amendment 
would prevent the railroads from giving 
a pass to ~ representative of employees 
of the railroad, although under the· law 
as it now stands the railroad is permit
ted to do so. 

The amendment would forbid man
agement from contributing a sum of 
money to any representative of its em-. 
ployees for the purpose of improving the 
housing conditions of the workers of a 
given institution. It would forbid man
agement from making a contribt:tion to 
a representative of its employees for the 
purpose of establishing a playground 
which the children of working mothers 
might use for their entertainment and 

for their wholesome recreation. The 
amendment contains a fiat unequivocal 
and unrestrained prohibition against the 
payment of any sum of money by an em
ployer, or an employer agreeing to pay 
or deliver any sum of money to a repre
sentative of employees, for other than 
three purposes which are set out as per
missive in the Byrd amendment. 

Mr. President, on the contary, wha.t 
the Senator from Rhode Island and the 
Senator from Florida, as well as other 
Senators, have attempted to · do is to 
accomplish what we originally thought 
was the purpose of the Byrd amendment, 
namely, to secure a safeguard for the 
health and welfare of the workers. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk a motion under rule 
XXII and ask that it be read. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the Chair will 
designate the clerk to read the motion. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
PETITION FOR CLOTURE 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move to 
bring to a close the debate upon the bill 
(H: R. 4908) entitled "An act to provide ad
ditional facilities for the medi. .t ion of labor 
disputes, and for other purposes." 

JOSEPH H. BALL. 
W. A. STANFILL. 
WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND. 
LEVERETT . SALTON STALL. 
B. B. HICKENLOOPER. 
CLYDE M. REED. 
ALEXANDER WILEY. 
CHAN GURNEY. 
MILLARD E. TYDINGS. 
A. W . HAWKES. 
WALLACE H. WHITE, Jr. 
ARTHUR. CAPPER. 

CHAS. W. TOBEY. 
WAYNE MORSE. 
MILTON R. YOUNG. 
ROBT. A. TAFT. 
THOS. C . HART. 
KENNETH S . WHERRY. 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH. 
JOSEPH F. GUFFEY. 
SCOTT W . LUCAS. 
CARL A. HATCH. 
BRIEN MCMAHON. 
HOMER E. CAPEHART. 
OWEN BREWSTER. 
HOMER FERGUSON. 
WARREN R . AUSTIN. 

Mr. PEPPER. I make the parliamen
tary inquiry of the Chair, What are th~ 
limitations henceforth of debate, if any, 
upon the Senator from Florida so long 
as he occupies the floor? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. There is no limitation on debate 
until 1 hour after the Senate meets next 
Saturday, at which time the motion will 
be laid before the Senate. 

Mr. PEPPER. The time when the mo
tion shall be laid 'before the Senate for 
a two-thirds vote is 1 hour after the Sen
ate meets next Saturday? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Yes; under rule XXII. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the mo
tion-for cloture was filed at the time the 
Senator from Florida was on his feet dis
cussing the pending amendment, after an 
announcement had been made by him 
that he intended to address the Senate 
for only a relatively short period of time. 
The Senate has exhibited from the be
ginning of this discussion considerable 
haste in an effort to dispose of what I 
believe to be one of the most vital meas
ures which this body has considered for 
a long time. It has not exhibited the 
haste which is incident to the invocation 
of the rule pertaining to cloture, not in ·· 
connection with a bill such as that which 
the able Senator from Indiana attempted 
to offer, whether it might have been the 
answer to the present problem or not, but 
which at least endeavored to reach the 
heart of it. However, Mr. , President, 
cloture has been invoked with reference 
to· a bill which, ·I respectfully submit, no 
advocate could claim contains power to 
prevent a single one of the strikes which 
are now taking place. I ask whether 
the Byrd amendment could, in the opin
ion of Senator, prevent either the mine 
strike, if it be called a strike, or the rail
road strike. The Byrd amendment 
would forbid the employer from paying 
a sum of money to an employee except 
for three specific purposes, and only then 
in the event that the health and welfare 
fund were administered in a certain way. 
What would that do to stop the coal or 
the rail strike now in prog::ess? Has 
anyone claimed that John L. Lewis was 
submitting other than what was ' essen
tially a demand for a health and welfare 
fund? 

I submit, Mr. President, so far as the 
Senator from Florida recalls what Mr. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a parlia- Lewis proposed with respect to money 
mentary inquiry. which might be used out of the fund for 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern- . recreation and education, the Byrd 
pore. The Senator will state it. - amendment permits practically every use 

Mr. PEPPER. Is it permissible, with- of the fund which John L. Lewis ever 
out unanimous consent, and while a Sen- contended for in. his application to the 
ator has the floor, for such a motion to mine operators. 
be presented? At least, if nothing were involved in 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern- the controversy between Lewis and the 
pore. Such a motion is in order at any mine operators except the difference be
time. tween the permissible subjects for the 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a parlia- raising of funds for health and welfa_·e 
mentary inquiry. ' pur,9oses in the Byrd amendment and in 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern- the Lewis proposal, I dare say there would 
pore. The Senator will state it. not have been any disagreement between 

Mr. PEPPER. What are the limita- management and employees in the coal
tions henceforth upon debate of, for · e~- mine case. 
ample, the Senator from Florida? If the Byrd amendment were law to-
. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern- - day it w~mld not stop the coal strike and 

pore. Does the Senator mean to ask it would not stop the rail strike. As a 
when a vote may be taken on the mo- matter of fact, it would be more likely to 
tion? prolong the strikes than to curtail them, 
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for working men and women are not so 
stupid, they are not so dull, as not to 
know why legislation is passed in Con
gress. They are not so naive or so cred
ulous that Senators can aim legislation 
at them and have in mind the ham
stringing of their powers and their rights 
without their knowing the motives be
hind the enactment of such legislation. 

Mr. President, the _Byrd amendment 
, would have nothing to do with the rail

road strik·e. The railway employees have 
not asked any health and welfare fund. 
They have not struck because manage
ment of the railroads would not give them 
a sum of money, or give their representa
tives a sum of money. They have ceased 
working for the railroad employers, and 
now for the Government, because the 
compensation they are receiving in their 
opinion is inadequate for the services 
they render. What would the Byrd 
amendment do with that? How would 
the Byrd amendment affect that? What 
good could the Byrd amendment do with 
regard to the subject of dispute between 
management and labor, or Government 
and labor, in the case of the railroads 
which now are not in operation? 

So, Mr. President, as I have said .be
fore, these amendments which are offered 
are not really intended to stop strikes. 
At least, no one claims they will stop 
strikes. What, then, -is the purpose? 

Let us take one of the amendments 
which will come along a little later, and 
which, I beUeve, has been drawn by the 
able Senator from Virginia, an amend
ment requiring that labor unions shall 
register with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission and become incorporated. 
What would that do to put the miners 
back into the mines? What would that · 
do to put the railroad men back at their . 
jobs? Every Senator knows it would ac
complish nothing at all except to embitter 
labor, because for the first time in Amer
ican history, if that were the law, they 
would be deprived of the right of being -
an unincorporated, non-profit associa
tion. They would be furth'er embittered 
because they would know that we had 
appli€d a rule to labor-! do not mean 
merely erganized labor, but all working 
men and women-that we had not ap
plied to members of trade associations, 
the National Association of Manufac
turers, the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, the mine owners, the indus
tries which might be associated in any 
other trade association. Knowing- that, 
knowing that we were discriminating 
against labor, how could th€Y feel other 
than that prejudice actuated us in our 
action in passing such discriminatory 
legislation? 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President-- . 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro. tem

pore. D~es the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield for a -question. 
Mr. AIKEN. Is .the Senator from Flor

ida aware of the fact that the Senator 
from Oregon fMr. MoRsE] and I have 
offered an amendment which would 
bring all trade organizations, such as the 
National Association of Manufacturers, 
and associated industries, the American 
railroad associations, and all similar as
sociations which have funds running into 
the millions of dollars to spend, under 

the same requirements as to incorpora
tion, registration, and the makin~ of re
ports, as is proposed for labor unions in 
the Byrd amendment? It seems to me 
that this is going to be a chance--

The ACTING PREDIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair will have to warn the 
Senator from Florida that, the rule hav
ing been invoked, only a question is in 
order. 

Mr. AIKEN. I asked the Senator from 
Florida if he was aware of this amend
ment and its_ provisions. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Th~ Chair heard that, but with 
all due respect to the Senator, the Chair 
thinks the Senator was proceeding to 
make a speech. 
· Mr. PEPPER. Before answering the 

inquiry of the able Senator from Ver
mont, I want to appeal to the Chair for 
his characteristic fairness to the 
speaker. If the Senator from Florida 
yields, and states that he yields ' for a 
question, and the Senator interrupting 
transcends the permission given, should 

·the Senator from Florida be held respon-
sible for the violation of the rule? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Florida has con
trol of the time when he has the floor, 
but the Chair was intervening in behalf 
of the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. I appreciate that. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Chail ruled with all deference 
to the Senator from Vermont, who was 
not here when the question was raised. 

Mr. AIKEN. May I address the Chair? 
!'merely wish to make it clear that I was 
not trying to take the Senator from Flor
ida from the floor or to make a speech. 
I was asking him if be was aware of the 
provisions of the amendment which was 
offered by the Senator from Oregon and 
myself, and I did not see how he could 
answer the question unless he knew what 
the provisions were. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. That seems to be a perfectly legiti
mate question. · 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator from Flor
ida wishes_ to thank tht Chair for the 
precautionary notice that was given in 
the matter, and to assure the Chair that 
he does not want inadvertently to lose 
the floor, and is grateful to the Chair for 
his kind intervention. Hereafter the 
Senator from Florida will have to exer
cise careful restraint upon kindly dis
posed Senators who ask questions, to see 
that they do not exceed, in their zeal, 
the good motives which prompted the 
beginning ·of their inquiries. · 

I shall gladly answer the inquiry of the 
able Senator from Vermont. Yes; the 
Senator from Florida is aware of the 
fact that the Senators from Vermont 
and Oregon have offered the amendment 
to the Byrd amendment mentioned by 
the Senator. Yet I would like to ask the 
able Senator from Vermont a question, 
if I may do so, at least in a rhetorical 
sense. Are the Senators from Vermont 
and Oregon sanguine enough to believe 
there is any chance in the Senate, with 
its present temper and attitude, of the 
amendment being adopted? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know whether 
I may answer that or not--

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I would 
not risk the response of the Senator from 
Vermont, with the possibility of violat
ing the rule laid down by the Chair. If 
the Senate were inclined to impose upon 
employers the same obligation which the 
Byrd amendment would impose upon 
employees, the Senate would adopt the 
amendment just described by the able 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. President, I have b:=fore me a 
statement which shows that in 1944 the 
bituminous coal industry produced 620,-
000 ,000 tons of coal, and I wish to show 
what the bituminous coal operators were 
permitted to charge the public on this 
tonnage. - Instead of referring to the 
statement before me, I shall refer to in
formation which I obtained· on the tele
phone from Mr. Kemp, of the Solid Fuels 
Administration of the OPA, this after
noon. Mr. Kemp advised me that the 
coal operators had collected, as a part of 
the cost of producing the coal, between 
five and six million dollars, and used the 
money for the purposes of the Coal Oper
ators' Trade Association. Between five 
and six million dollars were collected 
from the public as an increased item in 
the cost of coal, yet it was spent by the 
employers' trade association for purposes 
over which neither the employees nor the 
public had the slightest control. 

Mr. President, that shows the need for 
subjecting the funds expended by em
ployers to public scrutiny and restraint. 
But the Byrd amendment does not say 
anything about making trade associa
tions incorporate, making them file re
ports giving all sorts of information to 
the Securities and Exchange Commis
sion. No; it applies only to the em·
ployees, because, Mr. President, Senators 
wish to impose restraints and curbs upon 
the working men and women, but not 
upon the employers who may happen to 
be a part of these many trade associa
tions. 

There is another amendment some
what silnilar to the amendment spoken 
of by the Senator from Vermont as being 
offered by him and the Senator from 
Oregon, an amendment offered by the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] 
and myself, which also proposes that if 
e:thployers receive any such funds, those 
funds, and their appropriation and ex
penditure, shall be subject to the rule 
and regulation of the Department of 
Commerce. So that if the public has to 
pay money into the pockets of manage
ment for business purposes, then, Mr. 
President, the_ public will also have some 
voice in observing and scrutinizing the 
administration of those funds by man
agement. 

Mr. President, I was saying that the 
amendments which are now offered do 
not in the opinion of any Senator, so far 
as I know, offer any hope of stopping the 
coal strike or the rail strike. They ob
viously have some other purpose in view. 
I mentioned that the Byrd amendment 
would not have any influence in stopping 
the coal strike or the rail strike.· I also 
mentioned the other Byrd amendment 
which is now on our desks requiring the 
registration with the Securities and Ex
change Commission of all labor organ
izations and requiring all labor organiza
tions to become legal corporate bodie.:;. 
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There is another amendment on our 

desks , an amendment to outlaw the sec
ondary boycott, regardless of whether the 
secondary boycott should be outlawed, 
and there is a good argument that can be 
made for it. I am not saying that I shall 
vote for it. I might. It is one of those 
powers which is capable of abuse, and I 
think has been abused. But did John 
L. Lewis call his miners out under the 
secondary boycott? Would the ·passage 
of a law against secondary boycotts put 
the miners back in· the mines? Did the 
railway employees leave their jobs with 
the railroads under a secondary boycott? 
Do they remain out of employment" with 
the Government because of a secondary 
boycott? Of course not. No Senator 
would contend that they do. Then what 
good would it do to adopt that amend
ment for which Senators are clamoring 
so much tonight that they have already 
filed a petition for cloture? 

Then there is another amendment pro
posed by some of the strenuous advocates 
and supporters of these restrictive 
amendments. That amendment would 
require a cooling-of! period, and would 
provide that labor could not strike or 
stop until the lapse of a 30- ~r 60-day 
cooling-of! period. Mr. President, a few 
days ago we heard Senators saying that 
if we only had a law like that applicable 

/ to the coal miners it would perhaps stop 
the coal strike. Yet in the first place we 
had the Smith-Connaliy law upon the 
statute books, passed in 1943, and the 
Smith-Connally Act forbade work stop
page until there had been a 30-day cool
ing-of! period. Did it stop the coal 
strike? No, Mr. President. The miners 
merely complied with the machinery pro
vided by the Smith-Connally Act in call
ing the strike and bringing about the 
work stoppage. 

In addition to that, for many years 
there has been on the statute books the 
Railroad Labor Disputes Act, one of the 
most elaborate, one of the most compre
hensive, one of the fullest pieces of legal 
machinery the purpose of which was to 
stop strikes, that has ever been enacted 
in the United States. 

That, Mr. President, is still the law. 
That was the law when the railroad em:
ployees stopped work. There was not 
only a 30-day cooling-of! period but 
there was a great deal longer period than 
a 30-day cooling-of! period. There was 
mediation machinery. There was con
ciliation machinery. There was arbitra
tion machinery. There was a national 
mediation board. All were provided by 
the Railway Labor Disputes Act. But 
did they prevent the railway employees 
from stopping work when they thought 
they had been greviously injured by rail
way management? No, Mr. President; 
they did not. · 

So if the amendments which I have 
described requiring a cooling-of! period 
were adopted, what efficacy would they 
have with respect to putting the miners 
back in the mines or the railway em
ployees back at their jobs on railroad 
trains and shops and facilities? 

Mr. President, I have before me the 
Railroad Trainman, issue of February 
1946, and this magazine tells of all the 
long period of negotiations, of the many 
efforts, of all the long and strenuous 

struggles engaged in by railway em
ployees to improve their working con
ditions on the railroads and to get bet
ter compensation for their services. It -
starts with th.e early summer of 1944, 
and then goes on to November 2, 1944. 
Then November 22, 1944; December 7, 
1944; December 11 to 16, 1944; December 
14, 1944; December 27, 1944; again De
cember 27, 1944. And so on, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The recital of the chronology since 
1944 of the efforts of railroad workers 
to get economic justice is set forth on 
pages 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 
and 56 of this publication which I now 
exhibit. Since January 1944, these rail
way workers have been begging anci 
pleading with railroad management to 
give them. economic justice, to give them
a fair deal. But, Mr. President, their 
petitions have been denied, their en
treaties have been scorned, as Patrick 
Henry said, and, finally, as Patrick Henry 

·counseled his countrymen to do, they pe
titioned no more, they entreated no more, ' 
they defied management, and availed 
themselves of the right that Americans, 
thank God, still have, to stop work. 

Mr. President, no Senator in-this body 
feels a deeper regret that we experience 
today the work stoppage in the mines 
and upon the raili·oads than does the 

· Senator from Florida. We have fresh 
fruit, we have vegetables, we have many 
other commodities in my great State 
which will grievously suffer if the rail 
movement is stopped for any appreciable 
length of time. Management, labor, and 
the public will all suffer losses that can
not even be calculated in dollars, how
ever enormous the sums computable may 
eventually prove to be, because we know 
that stopping the work in the mines, de
priving the Nation's economy of coal, 
stopping the railroad movement and de
priving the citizenry of transportation 
service is immeasurable in the detriment 
it inflicts upon the economy of the Na
tion. 

Mr. President, I hope Senators will not 
attribute to those of us who do not think 
this legislation will stop strikes, who 
think it will do more harm than good, 
any lack of concern for that grievous. sit
uation. On the contrary, we want to see 
those work stoppage terminated, and the 
Senator from Florida has at least twice 
proposed upon the Senate floor a method 
·which he honestly thought would bring 
about a cessation of work stoppages and 
start again the coal mines and the trains 
and the various facilities of the rail
roads. 

What is that method, Mr. President? 
It is for the Rresident of the United 
States, exercising his authority under 
eXisting law, to negotiate agreements 
with the employees in the mines and 
upon the railroads, which the employees 
will deem fair and equitable and just. In 
other words, the President of the United 
States, acting as a sort of a mediator be
tween the two groups and with the au
thority of management to execute the 
agreements, would give to the employees 
in both cases what they deem to be eco
nomic justice, equity, fair compensation 
for their labor and fair conditions under 
which their l~bor may be performed. 
¥ct. Mr.!'resident, I will have to see that 

method fail before I will agree that it 
·Will fail. The mines have been in the 
custody of the Government for only a few 
hours. The railroads have been in the 
custody of the Government for a very few 
hours. It is too much to hope that mat
ters so complicated and complex can be 
settled in the course of a few minutes or 
even in the course of a few hours. 

I respectfully submit that I think it 
might have been well if, in anticipation 
of the Government having to take over 
the mines and the railroads, negotia
tions with respect to the proper terms of 
agreement had been started long ago. I 
believe that with perfect propriety the 
President, in anticipation of the necessity 
of the Government taking over these fa
cilities, might .have begun negotiations 
which might have led to the ground al
ready having been prepared for reaching 
agreements with employees in mines and 
upon railroads, within a very short time 
after the custody of those enterprises 
should come into the hands of the Gov
ernment. 

Bl,lt I am not criticizing the Govern
ment in any way, or withholding approval 
of the course of the President, because 
I am not informed of the facts. I know 
that everyone will agree that the Presi
dent has been grievously concerned about 
the work stoppages, the cessation of the 
output of the mines, and the stoppage 

. of the railroads, and will credit him with 
having done everything in his power to 
remedy that situation and to prevent its 
occurrence. 

But, Mr. Pre~ident, in the humble opin
ion of the Senator from Florida, even 
the proposed new bill offered by the able 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] is 

, not the answer to industrial strife in the 
· United States. It is not a panacea for 
. that situation. The only_ way we can be 

assured of no interruption of work by the 
employees of this country, organized and 
unorganized, is for management to give 
them economic fair play. That is the 
only answer there is to that difficult prob
lem. It is like most other questions. It 
is like the difficult subject of interna
tional peace at the present time. There 
is no assurance of world peace except 
through a proper spirit on behalf of the 
major nations of t:ne world. One nation 
may have all the armaments and all the 
atomic bombs it may be possible to ac
quire; and yet if the spirit of another 
nation is not peaceful, there will be no 
peace. So, Mr. President, if the Congress 
really wants to do something that will 
bring about industrial peace and tran
quillity in America, let the Congress of 
the United States seriously and efiec- · 
tively attack the question of bringing 
about economic justice in America be
tween employer and employee, instead of 
trying to weaken the hand of the work
ingm .:m reaching up for a few crumbs 
from his employer's table. 

Mr. President, I pointed out the other 
day in the debat-e a comparison of the 
number of man-days lost from work in 
the United States through strikes and 
as the result of illness, accidents, and 
ptemature deaths. I pointed out to 
Senators the finding of a subcommit tee 
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of which I have the honor to be chair
man, that every year we lose in this coun
try 600,000,000 man-days from illness. I 
pointed out to the Senate from that re
port that, on the average every working
man in America loses 12 days a year from 
illness. Yet if we try to pass a national 
health bill in the Congress of the United 
States as the able Senator from Montana 
[Mr. MuRRAY] and the able Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER] have been try
ing to do for nearly 10 years, we cannot 
accomplish any more than those able 
Senators have accomplished in their 
decade of effort. 

If the workers themselves try to pro
vide a health and welfare fund, in the 
absence of a nat~onal health act, what 
do they get? Encouragement? The 
amendment offered by tlie Senator from 
Florida, the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MURRAY], and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MoRsE] proposed that we should en
courage management and labor, by col
lective bargaining, to provide health and 
welfare funds. We could make it obliga
tory upon management to negotiate
not to agree, but to negotiate-with ·em
p!oyees in the provision of such funds. 
What did we get? We got 12 votes in the 
Senate in our effort last night merely 
to get the United States Senate to say 
that it was the sense of the Senate that 
there should be, by collect ive bargaining 
between labor and management, health 
and welfare funds. 

l pointed out in addition the number 
of counties in this country which did not 
even have a full-time health officer. I 
pointed out the number of counties that 
did not have·· a doctor, which should have 
one, and the number of counties in the 
United States that did not have any kind 
of a general hospital. On other occa- · 
sions I have pointed out to the Senate 
and to the public reports showing that if 
all the States in the Union had the laws 
and provisions relative to child welfare 
that the State of Connecticut has, 3,000 
children in America would live every year 
when at the present time they die. I have 
shown the number of mothers who would 
be saved if we had the kind of legislation 
which the great State of Minnesota has 
on its statute books for the protection of 
the mothers of that State. 

Yet, Mr. President, have we been able 
to get Congress to pa.ss any such legisla
tion? If we bring up an adequate bill, 
how far can we get with it? I say, Mr. 
President, that if the United States Gov
ernment, in all its great t radition and 
dignity, really wishes to bring about in
dustrial peace in America, we should sit 
down together, deliberately, reasonably, 
and earnestly, and do what we can to 
guarantee social justice in Americ.a to the 
men and·women who work. In that way 
we could make a great deal more progress 
in stopp)ng strikes than we could by pre
cipitately trying to cram down the throat 
of remonstrant labor legislation which 
labor cannot but regard as discriminatory 
to it and inimical to its interest. 

Mr. President, the question has often 
been raised with respect to wages. Be
fore I get away from the question of 
health, what was the reason for the Byrd 
amendment? The reason was that John 
L. Lewis demanded a health arid ·welfare 
fund. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, .will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. It is my understanding 

that the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] in his plant pays a bonus, in 
addition to wages, for each article pro
duced. Does the Sena,tor believe that 
this amendment would make it unlawful 
for him to give that extra thing of value 
for each item produced? 

Mr. PEPPER. It would certainly be 
the possible subject of a lawsuit. To my 
knowledge the word "bonus" is not men
tioned in the Byrd amendment as being 
permissible. I may be inaccurate, but I 
will look at the text and see if reference 
is made in the amendmen t to a bonus. I 
believe I have the latest version. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. PEPPER. Excuse me just a mo
ment. I am looking at the latest ver
sion, Mr. President. I have before me 
an amendment known as the Byrd 
amendment, with respect to which the 
Green substitute is offered. I read from 
the face of the printed amendment: · 

May 10, proposed; May 15. modified and 
ordered to b~ printed; May 20, further modi
fied and ordered to be printed; May 22, 
further modified and orpered to te printed. 

So, Mr. President, I believe that the · 
debate for which we have been respon
sible, instead of being obstructive, has 
led to at least three modifications of the 
Byrd amendment. 

I ~1ow yield t(J the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. HATCH. I merely wish to keep 
the. RECORD straight. I am quite sure 
that the Senator from Florida wishes to 
keep the RECORD straight. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. HATCH. And I am sure the Sen

ator from Idaho wishes to keep the 
RECORD straight. 

T'nere is nothing in the Byrd amend
ment which applies to the situation about 
which the Senator from Idaho was in
quiring. The only prohibition is against 
payment of money or other thing of 
value to a representative of organized 
labor . . I read from the amendment it
self: 

The provisions of this section shall not be 
applicable (1) with respect to any money or 
oth er thing of value payable by an employer 
to any representative who is an employee or 
former employee of such employer, as com
pensation for, or by reason of, his services as 
an employee of such employer. 

There is clearly nothi-ng in the amend
ment which would restrict or prevent any 
incentive payment such- as that about 
which the Senator from Idaho inquired. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able Sen· 
ator from New Mexico. He -is an able 
lawyer. I believe that he is ·correct in 
saying that the · amendment would not 
prohibit the payment of a sum of money 
or other thing of value to the worker him
self, if it were not paid to a representative 
of the worker. But Mr. President, I do 
not believe that that changes the obser
vations made by the able Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MORSE] or the Senator from 
Florida previously with respect to cases 
in which representatives might be for
bidden to receive money for the laudable 

purposes which were enumerated in those 
statements. I thank the Senator for 
calling attention to the point. 

I was saying that I thought that the 
original purpose of the Byrd amendment 
was to provide that the health and wel
fare fund, the controversy over which 
had arisen in connection with the coal 
strike, should be safeguarded by appro
priate legislation. I now find that it is 
intendetl to accomplish far more than 
the safeguarding of a health and welfare 
fund. 

Why did Mr. John L. Lewis, who was 
not a pioneer in this field, ask for a health 
and welfare fund for the miners of this 
country? Because of the pitiful health 
and welfare conditions existing among 
the miners of this country. To my 
knowledge, no Senator in the debate on 
this floor has denied the pitiable plight 
of the miners. Why did Mr. John L. 
Lewis · have that weapon that he could 
employ even to bring his workers out of 
the mines? Because the States and the 
United States Government had been re
miss in their obligation to provide such 
facilities. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator wield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield for a question. 
The Chair has ruled that I can yield 
only for a question. 

Mr. HATCH. Does not the Senator 
believe that both the employers and the 
employees, represented by Mr. Lewis, 
have been remiss? Why should not this 
have been requested some 15 years ago? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I will 
. say to the Senator--

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if the 
Senatcr will permit me to ask another 
question--

Mr. PEPPER. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. Why place on the Gov

ernment the responsibility for doing 
things which should have been done by 
the parties themselves in private agree
ment and private transaction? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, ·1 will 
say that my witnesses, perhaps my best 
witnesses, that it is a matter which 
should be the subject of public legisla
tion are the mine operators themselves. 
As the able Senator and his colleagues 
will recall, a few days ago the mine oper
ators themselves said that this proposal 
of John L. Lewis was a new social theory 
and that it should not come up in a con
ference between management and labor, 
but should be acted upon by public legis
lative bodies, and then only after -the 
most considerate care was given to it. So 
the mine operators themselves were un
willing to consider, as their statement 
shows, anything except unusual hard
ship cases. 

If the Senator wishes me to do so, I 
can go back and read the record of the 
statement of the mine operators, and I 
think it will be found to be in stibstantial 
accord with what the Senator from 
Florida has just said. I realize that is 
the reason why the Senator from Florida, 
the Senator from Montana LMr. MuR
RAY] , and the Senator from Oregon lMr. 
l.Y.::ORSE] offered the amendment which 
was voted on yesterday. I wish to read 
that amendment. In the amendment we 
stated that operators and employees 
should be encouraged to get together and 
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to provide nealth and welfare funds. Al
though I think it is proper 'that such a 
matter should, in the long run, be .cov
erect by a general health bill, because I 
think it is better for everyone to be cov
ered by a national health insurance act 
so that we could all help one another and 
keep the rates down for all of us, and I 
think that is the preferable system as a 
matter of long-range policy; yet, until 
we obtain that, until the Senate finally 
enacts the Wagner Murray-DingeiJ bill, 

. the only things we have to rely upon are 
the few voluntary associations which 
have been formed, which today give 
complete coverage to less than 4 percent 
of the people of the United States. Mr. 
President, I say that until we obtain that 
kind of a national health act, we shall 
have to rely upon the voluntary health 
associations, such as the Blue Cross and 
the various industrial health plans which 
today are in existence. 
· I now' read the amendment which the 

Senate rejected last night by a vote of 
40 to 12. I simply wish to remind Sen
ators what they -voted on last night and 
how they voteq: 

SEc.-. (a) It is hereby declared to be the 
policy of Congress to encourage and facilitate 
the establishment and maintenance of -ap
proved plans within industry for providing 
hospital, medical, and home-nursing care and 
services, insurance, vocational rehabilitation, 
and other benefits for employees in activ
ities affecting commerce and for their fam
ilies and dependents, and to encourage the 
support of such plans by employers, whether 
such plans are administered by employers 
and employees jointly or solely by employers 
or solely by employees _or otherwise. 

Then the amendment provides: 
No provision of this or any other act shall 

be deemed to prohibit such plans or to pro
hibit employers from contributing to the 
support of such plans, except in any case 
where such support constitutes an unfair 
labor practice under the National Labor Rela
tions Act. 

The amendment further provides: 
The failure or refliSal of an employer in an 

activity affecting commerce to bargain col
lectively concerning the establishment or 
maintenance of such a plan shall be deemed 
to be an unfair labor practice for the purposes 
of the National Labor Relations Act. 

Now, Mr. President, listen further: 
(b) As used in this section, the term "ap

proved plan" means a plan which has been 
approved, or which is to take effect only upon 
its approval, by the Surgeon General of the 
United States inl?Ofar as such plan provides 
for hospital, medical, and home nursing care 
and services and by the Secretary of Labor 
insofar as such plan provides other benefits. 
The Surgeon General and the Secretary of 
Labor shall approve any plan submitted to 
them for the purposes of this section if they 
find that such plan is a bona fide plan for 
providing benefits for employees and that a 
fair and equitable method o1 administering 
such plan is provided. 

Mr. President, is there anything wrong 
with that amendment? Yet what did it 
receive in the Senate last night? It re
ceived 12 votes in its favor. As the news
papers correctly stated, it was "snowed 
under" by the Senate of the United 
States. Yet now the able Senator from 
New Mexico says that the right way to 
raise these funds is by having the em
ployers and employee') get together. But 

the Senate was not willing to provide for 
that. 

Mr. President, the record will convict 
the Senate of the United States-and I 
say this with kindness-of not having, in 
many, many instances, given social jus
tice to the people of the United. States. 
I am not impeaching or impugning the 
integrity or the good motives of any Sen
ator, but I say that we have· not done 
what we should .have done. 

However, Mr. President, it is possible 
to get the Senate very excited about an 
antilabor bill. Although there have been 
less than 2 weeks of debate and although 
the debate has provoked at least three 
admitted changes in the Byrd amend
ment, it is possible to get the Senate to 
call that kind of debate a filibuster. It 
is possible to get the Senate to begin its 
session at 11 o'clock in the morning, as we 
did today, and it is possible to· keep the 
Senate in session until the evening, as 
was the case yesterday and as we are 
doing now, and I suppose an effort will 
be made to keep the Senate in session 
all night if the Senator from Florida 
does not quit. 

Mr. President, it is possible to get the 
Senate to invoke cloture to hasten action 
on some legislation to outlaw for all prac
tical purposes a health and welfare fund, 
by providing that it must be admin-

. istered in a certain way which employees 
will never wholeheartedly acc~t. It is 
possible to do that without any trouble. 
If the subject of the Senate's excitement 
is labor, it is possible to do a great many 
things and it is possible to get a great 
many votes to obtain cloture or to have 
long sessions. 
· But when eventually we dispose of 

this antilabor bill, I wonder how fast 
other measures which it is necessary to 
place upon the statute books will progress 
in the Senate. I wonder how fast the 
Senate will progress in regard to the Se
lective Service Act which t-oday should 
be upon the statute books of the United 
States, but, on the contrary, is lingering 
upon the calendar of the Senate of the 
United States. How fast have we moved 
by means of a proper Selective Service 
Act to provide in a fair way for the 
security of. the United States, to keep our 
obligations to our allies, and to keep our 
debt to our dead who lie upon foreign 
battlefields? Mr. President, what did 
the Senate do with that measure? The 
House passed it. The Chairman of the 
House Committee on Military Affairs, 
the able Representative MAY, told me 
here in the Senate only a few days ago 
that the Senate let the measure lie upon · 
its calendar week after week, and did 
not take it up. 

Then what happened? The British 
loan came along, and upon this floor we 
debated the British loan for more than 
a month, without cloture, without the 
exacting demands upon our time that 
are being required in connection with the 
pending measure, although that meas
ure perhaps also affected the peace as 
well as the discharging of our obligation 
to one of our principal allies. Some of 
the very Senators who are so diligent· 
and so earnest and, if I may say so, so 
hasty in their efforts to dispose of · the 
pending antilabor legislation were not 

at all hasty in their efforts to dispose of 
the British loan measure. 

No, MJ. President; although the Sen
ate debated the British loan joint reso
lution for more than a month, some
times meeting only 3 days a week, if 
my recollection is not faulty, although 
the Senate did not have any night ses
sions to speak of, and did not meet for 
long hours, and did not invoke cloture, 
the selective-service law came within 
hours of expiration. The emergency be
came so great that, finally, in action 
which I must submit was unseemly, the 
Senate temporarily, and without a word . 
of debate or a word of discussion, passed 
a stop-gap-until-July-the-first selective
service law. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. , 
Mr. BREWSTER. Is the Senator from 

Florida aware that the RECORD shows 
that that matter was before the Senate 
for 6% hours, during which it was ex
plored? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, is the 
Senator from Maine aware of the length 
of time which elapsed from the time a 
motion was made to pass that measure 
until the time when it actually passed 
the Senate? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
only know the time when it was pre
sEmted to the Senate for action and I 
know there was discussion for hour after 
hour in the Senate on the measure, con
trary to the statement just made by the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the REC
ORD will speak for itself, and hereafter I 
shall rely to a considerable extent upon 
the RECORD. It is the recollection of the 
Senator from Florida and I believe it is 
within the memory of many Senators on 
this floor that what actually occurred 
was this-and I am not talking about the 
effort to set aside the British loan meas
ure, which was a preliminary discussion 
and controversy. I speak of the time de
voted to consideration of the merits of 
the joint resolution the Senate passed. 
What happened, if I remember cor
rectly, is that the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. JoHNSON] first sought to get 
up a continuing resolution; and objection 
was made. 

Then the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. GURNEY] asked unanimous consent 
that the Senate consider a joint resolu
tion which was not yet on the calendar, 
or even pending before any committee. 
He received unanimous consent. The 
joint resolution proposed that the life of 
the then existing law be extended to June 
15. There was about to be some discu&
sion with regard to the matter, and the 
Senator from Colorado offered a sub
stitute to the effect that the date be 
changed to July 1 ~ Then the Senator 
from South Dakota withdrew his pro
posal of June 15, and without debate or 
discussion, and in a minute's time, and 
without a record vote, the Senate passed 
the stop-gap joint resolution which had 
to be sent to the House and made law 
by midnight last night in order to pre- · 
vent the expiration of the Selective Serv
ice Act. 

Mr. President, what did that joint res
olution provide? It was announced by 

/ 
I 
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the able Senator from Alabama, a dis
tinguished member of the Committee on 
Military Affairs, that the joint resolution 
which the Senate had passed, without 
first considering the selective service 
law measure which had been reported by 
the Committee on Military Affairs, would 
have the practical effect of keeping in the 
serivce a great many~! believe he said 
100,000 .. or 200,000-fathers then in the 
Army when they should be discharged, 
and men of 18 and 19 years of age taken 
into the Army in their places. 

The able Senator from Alabama also 
pointed out tl;lat the effect of the way in. 
which the Senate acted or did not act 
with regard to the selective service, law, 
would be that many men who had had 
long·er service than they should be re
quired to have-, would be compelled to 
continue in the Arm'y instead of being 
discharged, because of the fact that other 
men would not be available to take their 
places. Because we did not take up the 
selective service measure,' except in the 
wa;y in which it was taken up, the able 
Senator pointed out to the Senate the 
effect .of our action. . 

Mr. President, a selective-service meas
ure is still on the Senate calender await
ing the a-ction of the Senate. Yet, Sena
tors insisted that the pending anti-labor 
legislation be taken up because there were 
many persons in the country, and many 
Members of the Congress who felt that 
something would be done through. such 
legislation to curb the power of labor to 
strike, or in some way compel the miners 
to return to the mines and the railroad 
workers to return to the railroads. 

What I am saying, Mr. President, is 
that when the Senate is ready to act, it 
can act with remarkable celerity. · How
ever, I am lamenting the fact that most 
of the time when the business before the 
Senate pertains to national welfare, or, 
perhaps, social justice to workers, it is a 
long and exceedingly arduous row whic;h 
the proposed legislation has to travel 
in the Senate of the United States. · 

So, Mr. President, had we encouraged 
management and labor to set up ade..,. 
quate welfare funds, or had we adopted 
proper legislation to provide for the 
health and care of all of the working 
people of this country, John L. Lewis 
would not have the weapon which he· 
has today and which he ·has used in 
bringing about the stoppage of work in 
the mines. 

Mr. President, who is really at fault? 
Is it John. L. Lewis, whose demands for 
a health and . welfare fund have long 
been neglected? He ·has finally said, in 
effect, "We will work no longer until pro
vision is made for a health and welfare 
fund for my miners." He has said, "We 
will not return to work nor execute a new 
contract until you give us such a fund." 
Is he at fault, or are the mine operators 
at fault? The mine operators have said, 
"We will not discuss that issue with you 
because it is a new social principle, and 
it is not .a proper subject of collective 
bargaining. It is not a proper subject of 
negotiation between you and · us." Is 
Lewis at fault in asking for a health and 
welfare fund, or are the mine operators · 
at fault who have said that they do not 
believe in this new social principle, and 

have refused to negotiate with Lewis and 
his miners upon that subject? 

Mr. President, I ask again, Who is at 
fault? I have mentioned John L. Lewis 
because he is the man who started most of 
the present controversy. Every time 
John L. Lewis strikes;· or does not send 
his ·miners into the mines without a new · 
contract,1we pass new legislation in the 
Senate of the United States. When the 
pending bill is passed, we will wait until 
John L. Lewis again stops work, and then 
we will try once more to pass another 
law. That is the way we legislate in the 
United States Congress on the subject 
of ·labor. That is what the record con
victs us of having done, Mr. President. 

I repeat, Who is at fault? Is it John 
L. Lewis who asks for a health and wel- · 
fare fund for his workers and others who 
have asked and received health and wel
fare funds for their workers? Are they 
at fault or is the United States Congress 
at fault for not seeing to it. long ago that 
the workers, through plans worked out 
be ween management and labor, were 
provided with an adequate health and 
welfare fund in order to take care of 
home nursing, dental necessities, clinical 
services, and so forth, in connection with ' 
all the people of this great and rich 
United States of America? 

Yet, Mr. President, if John L. Lewis 
says to the operators, "I will not go back· 
into the mines with my men unless ·you, 
at long last, let me get rid of the country 
doctor, let me get rid of the tyranny of 
company domination over the health care 
for which workers now pay good money 
out of their own pockets, and for which, 
incidentally, they do not receive any-con
sideration from the standpoint of tax re
ductions," censure is heaped upon him. 
I need not remind Senators that when 
the workers have paid a fee out of their 
wages in order to receive only partial 
health care from the operators, they are· 
not able to deduct it from their income 
taxes. 

However, Mr. President, as I pointed 
out a while ago, in 1944 the coal mining 
operators received between five million 
and six million dollars out·of the pockets 
of the people of this country to spend as 
they wanted to spend it in connection 
with their trade associations, but it· did 
not cost them one penny. It did not 
come out of their pockets; it did not come 
out of the salaries of executives; it did 
not come out of the dividends declared 
by the companies; it did not come out of 
reserves; and it did not come out of sur
pluses. Oh, no, Mr. President. It was 
given to them tax· free by the people of 
the United States. It amounted to five 
million or six million dollars. 

Mr. President, I will tell you some
thing else, if I may refer to i~. I think 
it is still germane to the question of social 
justice. 

Some time ago the Congress passed a 
bill which has since been called the car
ry-forward and carry-backward tax law. 
What has been the effect of that law, Mr. 
President? It provides that if a corpo
ration has lean years during the postwar, 
period it may draw back from the United 
States Treasury a sum of money equal to 
that which it paid in excess profits taxes 
during the _ wa:~ _The ~aw w~i~h _had al-

ready been enacted was changed. If the 
law had not been changed the corpora
tion which had made · money and paid 
taxes on it would not have been allowed 
to receive money from the United States 
Treasury for a subsequent loss: Yes, Mr. 
President, we permit a corporation which 
has experienced a lean year after the 
rich harvest of the war years to go to the 
United States Treasury and receive 
money from it which it has previously 
paid to help the country during the war. 

Mr. President, many white-collar 
workers and many women, boys, and 
girls also paid taxes during the war for 
the support of their Government in its 
·war efforts. Some of them made high 
wages. They received one dollar, and 
perhaps two or three dollars an hour for 
their services or, as one good old friend 
of mine down -in Florida used to say, · 
they were eating high up on the hog. 
But they were not being satisfied merely, 
with pig's feet, they -were away up on 
the ham 'part of the hog in those days. · 
Some say the best p~rt of the hog is not · 
always the ham. I am teminded of the . 
man walking down the street one- day. 
who met a stranger and thought he 
would introduce himself. He said, ''My 
name is the best part of the hog." •The 
man said, "How do ·you do, Mr. Chit-
terling?" · 

Those people wer~ making good wages. 
and they paid high tax·es on their good 
wages. Many of them have lost tbe good 
jobs they had. But has the · Congress 
passed a law to let them get back some of· 
the money they paid in as taxes during
the war? No, Mr. -President; I do not 
know of such- legislation being passed. 
Does any Senator think we · could g-et 
such legislation through? No; we could 
not. 

The legislation for refund of taxes was 
passed by Senators · who thought, and 
they were conscientious about thinking, 
that they were helping the business life 
of the country; Again, Mr. President, I 
am always saying, ·ts William Jennings 
Bryan said better than anyone else ever 
will say it, a great many public men make 
the definition of a businessman too nar
row. If it is a large corporation, it is a 
business, but if it is merely the labor of . 
a poor man· or a humble woman, in the 
opinion of many people it is not business. 
If we help that poor devil or the humble 
woman we are not statesmen, we are 
radicals, as bad as MURRAY, and PEPPER, 
and GREEN, · and a lot of others around 
here. We are radicals, we are almost 
Communists. - They often think it when 
they do not say it, and they ;say it often 
enough. 

Mr. President, what we have to 
learn before we ever give social justice 
to the people of this country is what is 
serving the business interests of America. 
Yet when we come along with a mini-· 
mum-wage bill, a little bill to provide 65 
cents an hour to men and women who 
work, as a statutory minimum, could we 
get it passed? We could not, except with 
an emasculating amendment which the 
President of the United· States advised 
-us, through our able leader, would cause 
him to veto the bill before we ever put it 
in. We cannot even give the workers 
of this country who make less than 65 
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cents an hour a decent wage through the 
action of the United States Senate. 

Have we given social justice, there
fore, to the people of this country? Have 
we made labor feel we have done for 
them all they should get, that we tried to 
be fair? I am afraid many of them do 
not think so. So, when we try to pass 
some remedial legislation, which will ac
tually help the people, all of us. know 
all too sadly what the results are in the 
Congress of our country. 

I wish to say, Mr. President, and I 
say it in no sense of the word with bad 
motives, I say it in no sense of the word 
as a threat, I state it out of my heart, as 
a prophet, there will never be industrial 
peace in this country until Congress and 
the employers of this Nation actually and 
honestly give social justice to the men 
and women who carry upon their backs 
the burdens of this great land. 

We may try a lot of expedients, we 
may become rash ancf angry and drive 
a few Senators off the floor, defeat them 
ignominiously for their efforts: but that 
will not stop strikes; it will not change 

. the attitude of the .working men and 
,women to one of. confidence instead of 
lack of confidence; it· will not provide 

· purchasing power; and it will not bring 
about the production which would be 
attained if we would soften the stubborn 
necks of many of .the employers, make 
them try to be fair to their employees, 
and pass in the Congress the legislation 
which would assure social justice to the 
people of this country. · 

I mentioned a case here the other day 
of on·e of the great companies of this 
country, the General Electric Co., as I 
recall. I stated that I was informed that 
that company drew $10,000,000 from the 
United States Treasury during a time 
when the workers of the company were 
out on strike and not getting a dime for 
the time they were not at work. Is that 
social justice? Is that fairness on the 
part of the employer? 
· Oh, no, Mr. President. We all knew, 
it was commonly stated here in the Con
gress, that when the General Motors 
strike was on General Motors did not ' 
care whether they settled the strike or 
not, they were drawing back money from 
the Government while men were idle. 

Not only that. but General Motors had 
reserves, General Motors had great store
houses of capital. Does anyone sup
pose that any General Motors executive 
went hungry while the worker.s were out 
on strike? Does anyone suppose that 
any executive of General Motors was un
able, during the time its employees
men .and women- -were out on strike, to 
send his family to a hospital? Yet, I am 
going to repeat, at the risk of boring my 
colleagues, that I . was in Detroit, Mich., 
during the General Motors strike, and I 
talked to a private doctor there. The 
doctor told me that private physicians 
could get all the patients in hospitals 
they wanted to have taken in because the 
hospitals had many v.:.cant beds, which 
the workers in-the General Motors plant 
could not pay for for th<Jir families be
cause they were not earnine any money 
during the time they were "lot working. 
- Have we given social justice to the 
workers of this country? Ah, no, Mr. 

President. Many of us knew that there 
were many corporations waiting for the 
end of the war to break the labor unions. 
Many pf us knew it. It was easy to see 
it. They had become alarmed and em
bittered by the great increase in organ
ized labor in the United States during 
the war. If I am not incorrect, the num
ber of organized workers . in the labor 
unions had jumped to 12,000,000 during 
the war, 12,000,000 men and women, a 
mighty work-ing army marching shoulder 
to shoulder. They had found in the 
principle of unity a new strength, guar
anteed the right of collective bargaining 
by that great man whom I have so often 
been glad to honor, and whose deserts •! 
have so often . praised, the . able senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER]. 
Under the protection of the law for which 
the Senator from New York is responsi
ble, the workers were granted the right 
of coll~ctive bargaining. Management 
could not interfere with them in the ex
ercise of that right. Management could 
no longer intimidate them in the enjoy
ment of that . right. · Management could 
no longer discharge a man because he 
belonged to a union, as he had a right to, 
just as he had a right to belong to a 
church or to a lodge. . 

Social justjce ·was not granted to the 
working men and w-omen in this coun
try until just a few years ago, with BoB 
WAGNER and Franklin D. Roosevelt, who 
used to fight for social justice together 
in· the senate of the great State of New · 
York, not until they and other far
sighted Senators and Representatives 
joined in getting through the legislation 
to which I have referred. Not until that 
legislation had been enacted did the 
working men and women receive the 
protection of collective bargaining. 

What happened when it was enacted, 
although enacted overwhelmingly in the 
Congress? It was subjectert to the most 
bitter legal attack in the courts. Great 
corporation lawyers, many of them of
ficials o_f bar associations, issued solemn 
statements that it was unconstitutional. 
· It was all right for management to be 

organized, it was all right for manage
ment to represent organized dollars, it 
was all right for management to be mem
bers of organized trade associations, but 
all wrong for · men and women who 
worked to organize into an association 
of their own which they freely would 
form: So, Mr. President, the enemies of 
social justice and collective bargaining 
first fought it in the Congress, then they· 
fou·ght it in the courts, and they have 
been trying to destroy it in one way or 
another ever since, and Se;nators on this 
floor know what I am saying is true. 

There have been employers, and, Ire
gret to say, Members of Congress, whose 
actions have indicated an enmity to col
lective bargaining ever since it has been 
on the statute books. We cannot go to 
an ordinary chamber of commerce meet
ing in most cities of this countr.y, in most 
of our States, we cannot go to a meeting 
of manufacturers, we cannot ordinarily 
hear a group of so-called big business
·men talk, but that one of the first things 
that is said is, "Why don't you correct 
the iniquities and inequalities and the 
shortcomings and the defects of the col-

lective-bargaining law and the National 
· Labor Relations Act?" 

Mr. President, some of the very amend
ments pending to the bill before us have 
for their purpose the curtailment of 
workers' rights under the' National Labor 
Relations Act, and some other amend
ments which will be proposed to the bill 
have for their purpose the curtailment 
of another re-medial statute which gave a 
measure of social justice, the Norris-La 
Guardia Act. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the . 
Senator yield to me so I may ask unani
mous consent to. speak briefly? 

Mr. PEPPER. I will gladly yield, if 
the Senator wishes to ask a question. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to take a · few mo
ments to read a telegram to the President 
of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. LucAs 
in the chair) , Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I have a 
duty to perform, and I rist- to do the best 
I can toward that great objective. I 
speak i.n behalf of hundreds of poultry-· 
men of the State of New Hampshire, 
whom I have the honor to represent here 
tonight and who find themselves in a 
tragic dtuation. What I am about to 
say is by the evide.3ce which has come 
to me in the form of letters, telegrams, 
and telephone calls, which set forth the 
dir.e situation ·now existing in my State. 
The emergency is extreme and immedi
ate relief must be had. Growing stock is 
dying on range and flocks have been re
duced to a sad extent be.cause grain can
not be obtained for their food. I have 
in my hand ~ copy of a telegram which I 
am sending to the President, which I 
read to the Senate: 

MAY 23, 1946. 
THE PRESIDENT, 

White House, Washington, D. C.: 
This is a Macedonian cry. I 
I · appeal to you in behalf of our New 

Hampshire poultrymen, who are sick at heart 
and discouraged at the tragedy which con
fronts them. Their entire and exclusive 
business is the_ production ~f poultry and 
eggs for food and breeding stock. They are 
witl:lout grain for their flocks. · Growing 
stock on range are dying of starvation. 

That is actually true. 
Laying and breeding fowl have been 

thrown on the market in great numbers, 
because grain cannot be obtained to feed 
them. A certain result of this will be scar- . 
city of poultry and eggs this fall and winter. 

The tr.agic situation ha·s been accentuated 
by the Government's raising the price it is 
paying for grain for foreign shipment. Let 
the Government purchase grain to save our 
farmers, the while it does this for the needy 
abroad. The situation demands heroic 
action. 

Will you not issue a ·J)roclamation citing 
the dire situation confronting poultrymen, 
and call upon those withholding grain from 
market for anticipated speculat,ive pr.pflts, 
to meet this need, and create a reservoir of 
grain supply to be prorated according to 
needs? 

Our people have the right to expect of 
and to plea to their President to exercise the 
great powers of his office under the War 
Powers- Acts and instruct the proper officials 
in the Government to take this immediate 
and unusual step to alleviate the most seri
ous situation which ever confronted our 
poultry raisers. 
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I suggest the raising of the ceiling on 

grain at once to help care for the needs of 
the emergency. 

Sincerely yours, 
Senator CHARLES W ._ ToBEY. 

I thank the Senator from Florida for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator for 
the interesting information contained in 
his telegram. · 

Mr. President, I stated a mqment ~go 
that there were many employers in this 
countz:y who I felt were waiting for the 
end of the war to try to break the labor 
unions because they resisted their power, 
and they knew that if collective bargain
ing remained unhampered it would mean 
that the workers would demand and re
ceive social justice from them. 

I have in my hand a news letter sent 
out by the John 0. Munn Co. of Toledo, 
4, Ohio, under date of September 18, 1945. 
It is called "Market Service for Automo
bile Dealers." At the top we find the 
designation "Munn Automobile News 
letter." Here is a passage which I shall 
read from a photostatic copy of that let
ter: 

Perhaps the only solution is a pollcy of 
sitting tight and waiting until the economic 
pinch forces workers to realize they must stay 
on the job or starve. At the moment there 
is no disposition on the part of management 
to become frantic over labor unrest. A watch
ing and wal~lng policy is the general rule. 

Mr. President, according to that, many 
men in management would not care if a 
few workers starved or if those· who 
always bear the brunt of a worker's pov
erty, their wives and children, starved, if 
it would accomplish their purpose of 
beating and coercing the workers into 
subservience. That is what the letter 
says. I think, Mr. President, it is too 
probable not to be untrue in case of a 
great many executives and a great many 
corporations. 

Mr. President, I will proclaim it that 
there is evidence of the fact that the 
mine operators feel the same way; that 
they are willing to let miners go for 
weeks or months without a penny of com
pensation, if they can beat them into 
subservience. 

There is evidence, Mr. President, that 
the mine owners have deliberately let this 
strike occur in order to break the power 
of the mine workers of the Nation. There 
is evidence that the railroad manage
ment is willing to let the country go 
through the agony of a transportation 
stoppage if, Mr. President, they" can keep 
unimpaired their great wartime profits, 
or if public animosity toward the work
ers, or legislation that Congress might 
enact, would weaken the collective bar
gaining power of the railway employers. 
Yet, Mr. President, we are condemning 
these employees without a Senator on 
this fioor, I dare say, being able to tell 
his colleagues 'how many hours a month 
they now have to work. I imagine that 
we are condemning these railway employ
ees without .a Senator on this fioor know
ing what the wage scale is under which 
they presently have to labor. I dare say, 
Mr. President, that we are willing to have 
long sessions and invoke cloture against 
our amenctments and in favor of there
strictive amendments, without a Senator 
on the fioor really knowing what the con-

troversy is between railroad management 
and labor except 'what we read in the 
newspapers every day. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a moment? I 
wish to ask a question. 

·Mr. PEPPER. I will have to yield only 
tor a question. 

Mr. HAWKES. That is what I want 
the Senator. to yield for. I want to ask 
the Senator from Florida if he has any 
coofidence in the President of the United 
States who has made a proposal to the 
railroad men in order to try to solve the 
problem and keep the Nation going. 
D es the Senator think the President had 
any justice on his side when he made the 
proposition to these men which they 
turned down today? I ask the Senator 
that question with a very deep convic
tion in my heart and mind that the rail
road brotherhoods have been a magnifi
cent set of unions, ·but I want the Sena
tor to--

Mr. PEPPER. I cannot allow the Sen
ator to make a statement without yield- , 
ing the fioor. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator refuses to yield. 

Mr. HAWKES. I simply wish to ask 
the question: Does the Sen a tor think the 
President of the Uniteci States has ·given 
consideration to the justice of the de
mands of the railway men, and does the 
Senator have confidence in what the 
President is doing? 

Mr. PEPPER. Of course, Mr. Presi
dent, I have confidence in the President· 
of the United States. I do not know what 
the terms of the offer were which was 
made to the workers on the railroads. 
That does not Il€cessaril-y mean that the 
workers would not have the right to re
ject the offer even though the President 
proposed it. But I will say that in my 
opinion, if fair prcposals had earlier been 
presented by management we never 
would have had the work stoppage that 
is keeping this country in travail tonight. 

Mr. HAWKES. I do not want to go 
into that question. I want to know 
whether the Senator now thinks that the 
President and his group, who have an
alyzed this situation for weeks, and have 
known it was coming on, have any justice 
in the proposition they have made to the 
wor:tters, and if the President's proposi
tion furnishes justification enough to en
able them to continue at work and keep 
the Nation going while the problem is 
being solved? · 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I would, 
if I wei·e a worker, yield every possible 
conviction and feeling of my own in the 
national interest and toward cooperation 
with the President in this case. But the 
Senator will also have to remember that 
the President is acting only in a limited 
capacity, with a limited power. I do not 
know but that the President of the 
United States had to offer less than he 
felt was right because of the insistence 
that management would not continue 
that contribution or that wage when it 
got the railroads back, and the President 

· knew he had no au~hority to continue an 
indefinite operation of the railroads. I 
will say that if they will leave the dispute 
completely to the President of the 
United States, to grant social justice in 
both the mine case and in the railroad 

case, he will grant it, and there will be 
work in the mines and on the railroads 
within 10 hours. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. It might be of inter- ' 

est to the Senator from Florida and to 
the Senator from New Jersey and the 
Senate as a whole to know that, not.:. 
withstanding the fact that under the 
terms of truce or postponement of the 
railway_ strike for 5 days, which -ended 
at 4 o'clock today, the parties are still in 
session under the call of the President. 
The management and the representa
tives of the railway organizations are 
still in session in an effort to compose 
the difference, and resume transporta
tion facilities in the United States, and 
we all hope that before they shall ad
journ they may reach a conclusion that 
will result in the resumption of trans-
portation. · 

Mr. PEPPER. ' Mr. President, I thank 
the able Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think it ought to be 
said that the President is doing every-. 
thing within his power to bring this diffi
culty to a conclusion so that our trans
portation facilities may not · be for a 
very long period, or any longer, if possi
ble, interrupted. 

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator again yield, because I do not 
want to be misunderstood. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
subject to losing the floor il a point of 
order should be raised, according to the 
announcement previously made, al
though in good faith I have yielded here
tofore. However, I may lose the fioor 
if the rule should be invoked. 

Mr. HAWKES. I will ask. unanimous 
consent to ask a question of the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I asked the Senator 
a question. The qUestion was if he knew 
that this was the situation. 

Mr. PEPPER. l thank the Senator. 
He has always been a good lawyer. 

Mr. HAWKES. All I want to say is 
this, so that none of us will misunder
stand each other, that I have not inti
mated that the President of the United 
States is not doing everything within 
his power to biing about a solution of this 
problem. The point I had in mind was, 
Does the Senator from Florida feel that 
these people should have put this Nation 
in the state in which it is, when the 
conference referred to by the majority 
leader was going on? Can we not all be 
a little more patient with one another 
than this thing seems to indicate? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, when 
two rrien C:isagree i am not going to pass 
judgment on the one responsible for the 
disagreement unless I know what the 
controversy is and everything that oc
curred. I wi.ll say that in my opinion 
management, on the whole, has been 
more responsible for both these strikes 
than labor has been; and I challenge a 
fair and impartial inquiry to ascertain 
the facts. 

I go further than that. I would wel
come tomorrow morning-8r tonight if 
Senators wish to do it-the Senate of 
the United States appointing a joint 
committee headed by the able majority 
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leader, the able minority leader, and 
such other Senators as the Senate might 
authorize to serve, to call the represent
atives of management and labor in this 
controversy to the Capitol and let us 
:find out from them :first hand what each 
one of them has to say about the con- . 
troversy, rather than legislate upon the 
basis of newspaper ·reports or second
hand accounts of what may have hap
pened. 

The interesting thing, Mr. President. is 
that not one single committee, ·either 
special or general, has made an investi
gation of either one of these contro
versies to ascertain what legislation, if 
any, we should adopt, what changes, if 
any, these two strikes should cause us to 
make in either the National Railway La
bor Act or the Smith-Connally Act. Yet 
here we are, with the public believing 
that tonight, or tomorrow, or by noon 
Saturday, when the cloture petition has 
worked its effect, we shall have enacted 
a law which, if the House· will concur and 
the President will sign it, will immediate
ly be the panacea both for these situa
tions and for other industrial strife in 
the United States. 

Every Senator knows that that is not 
so. If this proposal were law today, it 
would not affect one iota the negotia
tions going on at the White House now, 
as we are told by the able Senator from 
Kentucky. We know that. Yet we as
sume, as I said the other day, that be
cause the men are finally provoked to 
quit worl{, it is all their fault; .and public 
contumely is heaped upon them and their 
dependents because they have been final
ly provoked into stopping work, as they 
have a right as American citizens to do. 
Their injuries have ·become, in their 
opinion, so grievous that they will not 
longer countenance their continuation. 

Yet Senators unconsciously say that 
the worker who quits is at fault, instead 
of the employer who will not give him a 
decent wage, a health and welfare fund, 
or decent working conditions. The Bible 
says, "He that is without sir.1 among you, 
let him first cast a stone." I should like 
to hear this controversy before I adjudi
cate that the working men and women 

' are at fault. The public is in con- , 
venienced, but I will say that neither the 
owners of railroads or coal mines ex
perience anything like the public preju
dice, the public dis.iavor, and the per
sonal loss which the workers themselves 
experience wJ;len they quit ,work. Would 
they do it un~ess they had some serious 
reason for it? Would they stop work, 
stop the Nation's mines, stop the Nation's 
railroads, unless they felt that they had 
come to the end of their rope in trying 
to obtain redress by remon: trance? 

As I stated a while ago, Patrick Henry 
counseled us somewhat in these terms: 
There comes a time in the life of every 
self-respecting man and women when he 
ceases to beg, petition, and plead. He 
demands his rights, and he enforces them 
to the best of his ability. So the miners 
stopped work. As I stated a while ago, 
we all lament these work stoppages; yet 
we are not doing anything that would 
prevent them, and we are not assuring 
the social justice which would make the 
workers wish not to stop work; and we 

shall not do so in the future if we do not 
change our policy as related .to the past. 

Awhile ago I was talking about how. the 
mine workers had suffered disabilities 
and injuries. In the bituminous coal
mining industry in 1939 the average 
number of disabling injuries for each 
1,000,000 hours of work was 71; in 1943, 
67.2; in 1944, 64.4. In anthracite mining 
the figure for 1939 was 127.3; for 1944, 
81.3, whereas in all manufacturing other 
than mining the rate in 1939 was 14.9, as 
compared with 71 for mining in the bitu
minous mines. 

The number of injuries for each mil- · 
lion hours worked in 1943 was ~0 in all 
manufacturing industries and 67.2 in all 
bituminous coal mines. In 1944 the num
ber of injuries for each million hours of 
work in all mar .. ufacturing was 18.4 and 
in bituminous coal mining the figure was 
64.4. 

Mr. President, have we assured Mr. 
Lewis, on behalf of those disabled miners, 
a health and welfare fund if he does not 
get it from the operators? I do not know 
of any assurance of it. If they had had 
it they would not be out of work today. 

L should like to cite a few inore facts 
for the information of Senators. I read 
~rom ~he United Mine Workers' Journal: 

Miner forced to ta;ke his own chances. 
Work in the anthracite mines is h ard, dirty, 
and dangerous. According to the available 
records of the State department of mines, 
29,709 men were killed while working in the 
mines. The number of casualties from all 
causes from 1930 to 1944, a 14-year period, was 
221,815-nearly three times the number now 
employed in the industry . Statistically, 
every mine worker was injured t wo and a 
half times during the last 14 years. And he 
took his own chartces, whether his injury was 
one that enabled him to return to work in a 
ew days, a few weeks, or whether he was 

crippled for life and permanently incapaci
. tated, with his back broken or h is eyes shot 
out, or his limbs gone. 

In the year 1944, 38 men were brought 
home to their loved ones dead as a result of 
being crushed in the chest; 42 with their 
heads crushed; 11 with broken legs; 7 dead 
with . broken backs; 5 dead from ·loss of eyes, 
fingers, and arms; 72 more were killed from 
injuries to the body that could not be classi
fied: 13,601 men were brought hom · injured; 
1,322 men injured in the eyes; 1,657 injured 
in the head; 1,082 injured in the chest; 1,418 
injured in the back; 667 with injured arms; 
1,012 with injured hands; 1,973 with injured 
fingers; 1,596 injured in the legs; 1,483 with 
injured feet; 486 with crushed toes; · 328 in
jured in the abdomen; 577 whose injuries 
could not be classified. 

Yet, Mr. President, our sympathies do 
not go out to those poor people because 
we do not see the corpse when it comes 
home under a canvas. We do not see the 
weeping widow and the clinging chil
dren. No; we are not that close to those 
tragedies. When a man comes home 
with his back broken and cannot work 
any more the rest of his life, and he 
has to lie in squalor, we do not see the 
pitiable and lamentable plight which he 
an._d his family experience, because we 
are far removed from the pathos and the 
tragedy of what happened to him. 

I have frequently stated that I am no 
friend of John L. Lewis. So far as I 
know, I have never been politically on 
the side .of Mr. Lewis, except when he 
used good judgment and supported 

President Roosevelt in 1932 and 1936. I 
certainly was not with him when he used 
bad judgment in 1940 and 1944 and for
sook the best friend the miners ever had, 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, and voted with a 
group of people who, very strangely in 
the Senate, are voting against him and 
his miners, as the cloture peti.tion will 
show, and as the vote last night wlll show 
on the Pepper-Murray-Morse amend
ment, and no .doubt as the next vote on 
this amendment and all the others will 
show. _ 

I hope Mr. Lewis belongs to the same 
church to which I belong. I am a Bap
tist, and we believe in repentence. We 
even believe in death-bed repentence. 
I hope tha't Mr. Lewis will repent and 
say, "Never again shall I dwell in the 
house of the Republicans, because I have 
had too much experience with them. 
They are not really my ·friends. They 
are not really the frienqs of my min'ers. 
I can tell it by the way they vote." I 
hope he will come back into the house 
of democra·cy, and that be will be more 
persuasive in the future than he has 
been in the past in getting management" 
and the Congress to give social justice 
to his miners. I believe they are entitled 
to it. I believe that with all his vices 
John L. Lewis is not as big a devil as 
many people make him out to be. I 
know that it is unpopular to say that. 
I really believe that he knows a great 
deal more about how the miners have to 
live than we in the Senate know. I 
never knew, for example, that so many of 
the mine workers had to live in houses 
such as those pictured in the newspapers. 
I have been to only one mine. 

Until I saw this page in the Washing
ton Times-Herald of Monday, May 13, 
I did not know that the privies for those 

- houses were outdoor.s, that they had no 
bathtubs, no plumbing; and I did not 
know that the privies were just a few feet 
from their kitchens, the way these pic
tures show them to be. For example, I 
did no( know that the six little boys who 
are shown in one of the pictures, who are 
good potential Americans, unless they 
live too long in bad areas such as the 
ones pictured, had to live within 300 or 
600 feet of these dumps for outdoor priv- . 
ies, where dead cats, dead dogs, and other 
unseemly things are deposited as refuse. 
I did not know that such a dump was a 
mine boys' playground. I imagine that 
year in and year out John L. Lewis .and 
his cohorts have known about such con
ditions and have pleaded with manage
ment to improve them, but have been 
turned down. Lewis said in his an
nouncement that in 1945 he demanded a 
health fund like this, but he was turned 
down. He determined this time that he 
was not going to execute a contract un
less they provided a health and welfare 
fund for the miners, to be administered 
by the miners. I think I remember that 
Abraham Lincoln said something about 
"government of the people, for the peo
ple, and by the people." I suppose John 
L. Lewis was thinking of a health and 
welfare fund for the people, adminis
tered by the people, so they would really 
get the benefit of it, and not have the 
mine operators, who go to private hos
pitals and have ample medical care, tell 
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the miners how much medical care they 
need, and have a company doctor there, 
snooping upon them while he treats 
them, making out a report which will de
termine whether the injured man shall 
receive compensation for the injuries he · 
has sustained. Mr. President, how do you 
think you would feel if the doctor who 
came to treat you were looking at you 
out of the eyes of the company, getting 
paid by the company-not by you, an
swerable only to the company? Do you 
think you would want him to examine 
your injuries and to determine how se
vere they were, when you knew that he 
would make out the certificate and the · 
doctor's statement which would deter
mine whether you would be able to ob
tain any compensation for your injury 
or how much compensation you would 
be able to obtain? 

My attention has been called to a · cer
tification of · Mr. Lewis' loyalty to his 
miners-not a certification by some of us 
here who are trying to defend social jus
tice for all workers, including Mr. John 
L. Lewis and including the miners, but a 
certification by the head of the National 
Association of Manufacturers. Here is 
the statement as it appears in the Wash
ington Post of May 23: 
LEWIS LOYAL, GETS WHAT HE WANTS, NAM CHIEF 

SAYS 
CHICAGo, May 22-Robert R. Wason, presi

dent of the National Association of Manu
facturers, today praised John L: Lewis for his 
record as a labor leader, his honesty, and his 
1oyalty to America. 

He predicted at a press conference that 
Lewis would get what be wanted. 

Denouncing the administration for a "sell
out" to labor, Wason said management was 
n:lW "helpless." . . 

Discussing the CIO organizational drive in 
· Southern States-

Then he went on o make some com
ment about that. [Laughter.] 

Well, Mr. President, I am for it. I 
should be · glad to read that, because I 
hope they get every worker in the" South 
organized into the A. F. of L. or the CIO 
and that they all will have collective bar
gaining rights unimpaired. Then we 
shall have a bettet; South and a more 
prosperous South and a healthier South, 
and we shall have in the South a higher 
standard of living for the working men 
and women, in my opinion. 
. Before I read about the CIO and the 
A. F. ·of L., let me say my attention has 
been called to a somewhat fuller state
ment, which I believe was carried in a 
Chicago newspaper, about Mr. Wason's 
statement. It reads in part as follows: 

Asked why he preferred 'Mr. Lewis to Mr. 
Murray, Mr. Wason replied: 

"When Lewis made a bargain, be kept it. 
He has always worked in the interest of the 
people he represents. He has improved the 
miners' conditions, not for political purposes 
but for welfare purposes. The loyalties of 
John L. Lewis are to America, first and fore
most." 

Mr. President, I do not subscribe to 
what Mr. Wason has said about Phil 
Murray. . I think Philip_ Murray is one 
of the outstanding men in .the United 
States. I think he is as fine a patriot 
as there is in this Nation. I think he is 
a loyal leader of labor and a man whose 
heart is really attuned to the plight of 

the working people of this country; and, 
I believe, to democracy and world. peace. 
But I am impressed that the head of the 
National Association of Manufacturers, 
instead of calling John L. Lewis a skunk, 
as I have heard people called in my life 
[laughterJ-a title which is not strange; 
and, Mr. President, let me say that, of 
course, you can never tell when · a man 
calls you a bad name, whether he is see
ing things or is looking into a mirror. It 

· all depends pn the circumstances. 
But, Mr. President, instead of calling 

John L. Lewis all the bad names which 
Senators sometimes, when they forget 
themselves, apply to other people when 
perhaps they should not do so, the head 
of the National Association of Manufac
turers said that John L. Lewis has im
proved the miaers' conditions, not for 
political purposes, but for welfare pur
poses. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield for a question 
or for a unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I should like to ask 
the Senator whether he does not know 
that, although the use of the word 
"skunk" is disagreeable, whenever the 
skunk appears on the scene he has the 
right-of-way. ILaughter. J 

Mr. PEPPER. At least, everybody will 
have to admit that he is a gentleman of 
dignity and of power when he appears. 
[Laughter. J 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, it 
all depends on what part of the skunk 
a man might happen to be associated 
with. That would influence him a good 
bit in regard to how he felt about it. I 
think some people more· readily attach 
themselves to the tail of the skunk than 
to any other parts of his anatomy. I am 
not calling any names; I am merely 
throwing that out as an ·observation. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. President, I simply wish to add· one 
or two .further things. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
/ the Senator yield to me for a further 

question? 
Mr. PEPPER. I yield for a question. 
Mr. B!ARKLEY. I have been reading 

the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], for. him
self and the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER]. It strikes me that the amend
ment is not scienti~call;v drawn, or, at 
least, it is rather ·crude in one respect. 
It provides: 

Tha t, wherever such fund is administered 
exclusively by such employer or by such em
ployees, it shall be administered in accord
ance with such regulations as may be pre
scribed by the Federal Security Adminis
trator to assure the equitable admlni,stration 
of the fund for the purposes of which it was 
established. 

I think there should be a semicolon 
there. However. instead of . the words 
"and to provide for a public audit of such 
fund," which it seems to me is a rather 
vague and indefinite provision for an 
audit, I wonder whether the Senator 
from Rho~e Island and the Senator from 
Florida would accept, in lieu of that, the 
following language: 

, including an audit of tpe administration 
of such fund under the jurisdiction of the 
Social Security Administrator. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr.' President; I am 
sure that I can· ~eak for the Senator 
from Rhode Island in saying that we 
gladly accept the suggestion made by the 
majority leader and proposed as a mod
ification of our amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I believe the lan
guage in the amendment does not specify 
who shall direct or supervise the audit, 
or under what conditions the public audit 
shall be made. Inasmuch . as · the Social 
Security Administrator is to make the 
regulations under whicl1 the expenditure 
is to be made, it would be consistent to 
have the audit of the fund made under 
the jurisdiction of the Social Security 
Administrator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Florida modify his amend
ment in accordance with the suggestion 
of the · Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. PEPPER. I do, Mr. President. 
The Senator from Kentucky has clarified 
an ambiguity in the amendment, and we 

-are very grateful to him. 
Mr. President, I have already quoted 

what the president of the National As
fiOCiation of Manufacturers has said. In 
the Wall Street Journal of April 16, 1946, 
there is an editorial concerning proposed 
labor legislation. I asJr the privilege of 
reading it. The caption of the editorial 
is "Untimely labor bills," and the editor
ial reads as follows: 

Because wage disputes are the second most 
important factor lu the general welfare just 
now-the first being the administ ration 's 
idea that World War II is-still going on.:..._the 
report of a majority of the Senate Labor Com
mittee on pending labor measures is a not
able documeht. 

Mr. President, I interrupt the reading 
of the editorial in order to say that the 
Wall Street Journal has said that the 
committee bill which we have been try
ing to have considered by the Senate, and 
which has been shunted aside in order 
that some amendments which the com
mittee never heard of, let alone consider
ed, could be proposed in the Senate, is a 
notable document. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, ear

lier in the day a colloquy ensued be
tween the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
LucAs] and the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER J. The Senator from Illinois 
pointed out that there was nothing in 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Florida which would provide for the ad
ministration of the fund in the event 
that the parties ·could not agree as to 
who should administer it. The Senator 
from Florida stated that he would accept 
-an amen.:ment correcting the situation. 
I ask the Senator from Florida if the 
following language, as a modification of 
his amendment, meets with his approval: 

In the event that the employer and em
ployees cannot agree through the process of 
collective bargaining on who shall admin
ister such a fund and either party shall 
certify such · fact to the Federal Security 
Administrator then the Federal Security Ad
ministrat:::>r may notify_ both parties to the 
controversy that he will administ er such 
funder under such regulations as he may 
prescribe. 
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Would that language meet with the 

Senator's understanding of the point 
which was raised by the Senator from 
Illinois? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Florida yield to the 
Senator from Connecticut? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator 
from Connect icut to ask a question, and 
I invite the attention of the able Senator 
from Rhode Island to the question which 
the Senator from Connecticut has pro
pounded. 

Mr. GREEN. I am sorry, but I did not 
understand the Senator's question. 

Mr. McMAHON. Perhaps I may re
fresh the recollection of the Senator 
from Rhode Island on the point. Earlier. 
in the day in a colloquy which took place 
between the Senator from Illinois and 
the Senator from Florida, the Senator 
from Illinois said as follows: 

The point I raise, I may say to my good 
friend, is that if, through collective bargain
ing, the parties are unable to agree on who 
shall administer the fund after the fund has 
been raised, what then takes place? The 
absence of any provision in that regard 
strikes me as being an important defect in 
the Senator's amendment. There is no pro
vision whatsoever in the amendment to take 
care of the situation in the event the two 
parties are unable to agree on who shall ad
minister the fund. 

The Senator from Florida repiied: 
If the able Senator were to offer a ~-qg

gested perfection of the amendment which 
would provide that in the event the em
ployer and the employee were not able to 
agree on the administration of the fund, the 
administration of the fund should be under 
the Federal Security Administration, we 
should gladly accept such a proposal. 

In line with that colloquy, and because 
I believe the Senator from Florida was 
vTise in saying that he would accept such 
a provision, I have endeavored to draw 
one covering the situation. Does it meet 
with the approval of the Senator? 

Mr . PEPPER. With the permission of 
my colleague, the able Senator from 
Rhode Island, I may say that I agree to 
the modification of the amendment and 
ask that the amendment be modified in 
that respect. 

Mr. GREEN. May I ask to have the 
modification reread? 

Mr. McMAHON. I will read it again: 
In the event that the employer and em

ployees cannot agree through the process of 
collective bargaining on who shall . admin
ister such a fund and either party shall 
cert ify such fact to the Federal Security Ad
ministrator then the Federal Security Ad
ministrator may notify both parties to the 
controversy that he will administer such fund 
under such regulations as he may prescribe. 

Mr. GREEN. Does that language ap
ply merely to the administration of the 
fund? 

Mr. McMAHON. Yes. If the parties 
agree to the establishment of the fund 
and cannot agree on who shall admin
ister it, either party shall notify the Fed
eral Security Administrator and ·if he 
finds the facts to be true, as stated, he 
will notify both parties that he will ad
minister the fund. 

Mr. BARKLEY. May I ask the Senator 
from Florida to yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Where would that 
modification be placed in the amendment 
which has been offered? · The Senator 
will see that there is a proviso in the 
amendment which reads: 

Provided, That wherever such fund is ad
ministered exclusively by such employer or 
by such' employees, it shall be administered 
in accordance with such regulations as may 
be prescribed by the Federal Security Admin
istrator to assure tht equitabl e distribution 
of the fund for the purposes for which it was 
established-

And so forth. That language, Mr. 
President, does not provide who shall 
administer the fund. Where should the 
Senator's provision be placed in · the 
amendment? 

Mr. McMAHON. It would come in 
after the word "employees." 

Mr. BARKLEY. It would come in be
fore the proviso. 

Mr. McMAHON. The proviso takes 
care of the situation, as I understand it, 
where both parties have agreed that 

,either one or the other shall administer 
the fund, and even in that event they 
shall administer the fund under regula
tions prescribed by the Administ.cator, 
but the Administrator would not, of 
course, in that situation, administer the 
fund inasmuch as the employer and the 
employee had agreed to administer the 
fund. If no agreement can be reached 
on who shall administer the fund, either 
party shall notify the Social Security 
Administrator, and he will administer 
the fund. 

Mr. BARKLEY. And the language to 
which the Senutor refers would come in 
before the proviso. 

Mr. McMAHON. Yes. 
Mr. GREEN. I doubt if such an un

usual situation would evEr occur, be
cause, in establishing a fund one of the 
things which would be determined quite 
as readily as the size of the fund, would 
be the question as to .vho sho11ld ad
minister it. I cannot believe that two 
parties would &et up a fund and not 
agree on whether it would be admin
istered by the employer, or the employee, · 
or administered jointly. If it is consid
ered proper to provide for such an im
probable contingency, I see no objection 
to it. 

Mr. McMAHON. Let me say to the 
Senator from R-hode Island that it might 
not be so improbable as he believes. Let 
us assume that the operators and the 
employees were unable to agree with ref
erence to the administration of the fund 
of X millions of dollars. In that event 
the Federal . Security Administrator 
would administer the fund. I believe 
the situation is QOt so unlikely as the 
Senator from Rhode Island believes it 
to be. , 

Mr. GREEN. I think that such a situ
ation is a very unlikely one. However, 
I see no objection to modifying the 
amendment accordingly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Florida modify his 
amendment in accordance with the sug
gestion of the Senator from Connecti
cut? 

Mr . . PEPPER. Yes, .Mr. President. 
And we thank the Senator for his sug-
gestion. ' · 

Mr. President, I was reading from an 
editorial published -in the Wall Street 

.. Journal of April 16, 1946, concerning the 
basic bill •which has been turned aside 
in the present haste to enact legislation 
which the committee never considered at 
all. I continue .reading · from the edi
torial: 

Its significance lies in the realization of 
its authors-

That means the authors of the com
mittee bill which was reported by a ma
jor~ty of the committee-
of the obvious fact that it is impossible for 
Congress to enact, in a hurry and under pre
vailing conditions, a labor relations · statute 
which is comprehensive and so fairly and 
skillfully drawn that it will command re
spect on both sides of the bargaining table. 

Mr. President, is it not somewhat inter
esting that the Wall Street Journal 
should lecture the United States Senate 
as to how it sl;lould legislate? And, yet, 
can any of us deny that what the Wall 
Street Journal has said is good advice? 

I continue reading: 
We surmise it is for that reason as well as 

because of its dissatisfaction with specific 
provisions of the House- passed Case bill that 
the committee rejects that measure. At ~my 
rate, the committee offers by way of substi
tute only a proposal to create a five-man 
Federal Mediation Board and to forbid union 
interference with interstate movement of 
perishable farm products. Having no power 
of compulsion, such a Board would differ 
little from the existing Conciliation Service 
of the Department of Labor. The almost 
negative character of the bill the committee 
favors is itself an indication of the commit-
tee's belief that this is no time to attempt 
sweeping labor legislation. 

This newspaper agrees substantially with 
the committee's criticisms of the Case bill 
and of the President's fact-finding program·. 
It holds that tl!e :tormer, by requiring "cool
ing-off periods" following notice of intention 
to strike, seriously abridges the right to 
strike and is therefore wrong in principle. 

We tl;link it might have added that because 
of radical differences between railroad men 
and erHployeeS in general indUStry, the COOl- • 
ing-off device which has been helpful to 
prevent strikes on the rails would probably 
be unworkable in most other basic industries. 
Its enforced extension into other fields, if 
feasible at all, should await a far clearer and 
wider understanding of the right functions 
of the Federal Government in respect to labor 
relations. 

President Truman's statutory fact-finding 
boards, the committee fears with good reason, 

·would prove to be a first step toward compul
sory arbitration, to the injury and possible 
destruction of real collective bargaining. 
Neither employers nor employees are any
where near ready to accept such a system of 
labor regulation. 

I again interject to remark that, the 
Wall Street Journal is saying that em- · 
players, management, in the United 
States, are not ready to accept compul
sory arbitration, to have the Government 
tell them how much they shall pay, the 
working conditions, the amount of the . 
health fund, and all the other terms and 
conditions of employment in the United 
States today. 

None of the labor measures recently 
brought forward dea1s at all thoroughly with 
the fundamentals of national labor legisla
tion. Any one of them if enacted would 
leave Federal laws on the subject a patchwork 
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of inconsistent and partly conflicting provi
sions for the courts to struggle with . The 
real need is not of more law but of less. 

That is not the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. MuRRAY], that is not the Senator 
from Florida, that is not the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], or the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], 
that is the Wall Street Jorunal saying 
that the answer to this situation is not 
more legislation. · 

The ·real need is not of more law, but of 
less, of simpler and more precisely expressed 
statutes designed first of all to render men 
and groups of men equal before the law. 

Federal labor law should be thoroughly re
vised and codified. Until it is ready to tackle 
that job in an atmosphere of relative indus- · 
trial peace, Congress would do well not to 
legislate on' labor. 

Mind you, ~r. President, what the 
Wall Street Journal counsels us to do. 
We legislated hastily in 1943. Senators 
are determined that we shall legislate 
hastily now. The Wall Street Journal 
is interested in business, it is interested 
in the welfare of management, it.is inter
ested in the point of view of the em-

. ployer. It certainly is not a labor mouth
piece. It is not a Communist institution. 
It is not a radical sheet. It is the Wall 
Street Journal, and it is counseling us 
how to legislate in the difiicult, compli
c::ated field of labor relations. 

Mind you, Mr. President, not as a 
threat, but as a prophecy, as the Wall 
Street Journal has given one, I make 
the predictiot. that if we violate the 
advice given us by the Wall Street Jour
nal we will regret· it in the future, for 
we will provoke more strikes than we 
now have, we will stir up strife instead 
of stifling it and suppressing it, we will 

, embitter labor leaders and· working men 
and women instead of giving them confi
dence that will make possible effective 
cooperation with management. 

Mr. President, I was reading from the 
Wall Street Journal. Now I wish to read 
a letter which voluntarily was sent by -
certain gentlemen to the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], the chairman of 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 
It is carried in the RECORD of May 22, 
and reads: 

DEAR MR. MURRAY: I am attaching a copy 
of a letter addressed to you by 114 econ
omists, political scientists, and other edu
cators. This letter is an expression of ap
proval of the Federal mediation bill as re
ported by the Senate Committee on Educa
tion and Labor, of which you are the chair
man. 

Not the Byrd amendment and the Ball 
amendment and the Taft amendment, 
but the bill reported by the Senate Com.., 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

Other names will be added to this list in 
the next few days. The letter is sent to you 
at this time, as it seemed important to record 
our opinion while the bill was pending on 
the floor . We trust that you will find this 
expression of sufll.cient importance for in
troduction into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Sincerely, 
COLSTON E. WARNE, 

Professor of Economics, Amherst College. 

Mr. President, I wish to read now a 
few of the comments made by this group 
of men, and then read to the Senate 

who the gentlemen are, and ask whether 
their standing and whether their counsel 
do not deserve the consideration of this 
honorable body. The statement, reads: 

The undersigned economists, political sci
entists, and other educators join in support 
of the bill establishing machinery for media
tion and voluntary arbitration of industrial 
disputes, which the Senate Committee on 
Education and Labor has favorably reported. 
We believe that this bill reflects a sound 
approach to labor relations in that it estab
lishes a Federal Mediation Board of five 
which will centralize Federal conciliation 
efforts and encourage the widespread use of 
mediation and voluntary arbitration. This 
Federal Mediation Act would not impair the 
work of the National Labor Relations Board 
or set aside the Norris-LaGuardia Act. In
stead, it offers in its present form a distinct 
improvement -in procedures for handling la
bor disputes. 

We feel equally strongly that the Case 
bill (H. R .. 4908), passed by the House of 
Representatives on February 7, 1946, and re
jected in its ,entirety by the Senate Commit
tee on Education and Labor, should not re
ceive favorable consideration. The Case bill 
was a substitute measure passed by the ' 
House without hearings and during a wave 
of strikes whi~h created an atmosphere which 
was not conducive to sound judgment. This 
bill seems designed to impose punitive meas
ures upon organized labor rather than to 
foster the adjustment of industrial disputes. 

It was perhaps inevitable that sharp dis
agreement would follow a wartime era, an 
era of strict controls of wage movements. 
The subsequent period of readjustment 
would almost certainly involve some labor
management conflict, some clash of interests 
requiring resolution and readjustment. It is 
not a new development in America that 
Americans reserve the right to disagree. It is 
a tradition inherent in the fabric of our 
institutions. By the same token, it is not a 
new development in American history that 
when a group of employees feel that they 
have reasonable grounds for dissatisfaction 
with their wages or working conditions, they 
have the right to refuse to work under those 
conditions, and acting in protection of their 
respective rights, to withholti from their em
ployer their labor until mutually satisfactory 
conditions can be worked out across the col
lective-bargaining table. 

I interpolate, Mr. President, to ask is 
that good Americanism? Is it good 
democratic doctrine? I quote again: 

The postwar months have brought a sharp 
rise in Sfrikes. Labor and Jndustry have 
disagreed as to the essential readjustments. 
Freed of the demands of all-out war, the 
workers have exercised their constitutional 
right to engage in a joint refusal to accept 
the employers' conditions and to bring their 
grievances to the American public. Volun
tary arbitration of these disputes has been 
typically rejected, not by the unions but by 
the employers. 

That is not my word, Mr. President, 
that is the word of the group o( gentle
men whom I shall name in a few 
moments. 

The time-honored procedures of give and 
take across the collective-bargaining table, 
assisted by voluntarily accepted mediation by 
Government or other disinterested parties 
and by voluntary arbitration, have already 
served to bring the parties together and to 
secure agreement in very large sectors of 
American industry. This process has al
ready developed a pattern o:r higher wage 
standards which employers in other indus
tries still on strike may be expected to find 
~t increasingly difficult to resist. 

I interpolate again to say that I have 
not seen that the railroad management 
has been willing to. offer the amount the 
steel workers and the automobile work
ers got. My recollection lS that the offer 
was 16 cents, not 18 or 18% cents an 
hour, which the steel workers and Gen
eral Motors workers got. So far as I 
am aware, the standard as yet in the 
other adjustments has not been afforded 
to the railway wo:rkers ~ 

While this process has been going on, how
ever, efforts have been made to rush legisla
tion to restrain the activities of organized 
labor. The Case bill is an · example of such 
legislation. The almost universal assump
tion of those Members of Congress who have 
participated in the · rush to introduce re
strictive legislation has been the very ex
pressly stated assumption that legislative ac
tion is essential to outlaw strikes. 

The- bills have varied. The impact has 
been consistent. 

Some bills have been blunt and direct ·in 
their attempt to outlaw strike action for 
greater or lesser periods . Some have been 
directed against internal policies of the 
labor unions. Some have been directed to 
the limit-ation of the political a,ctivities of 
labor 'l!nions . 

Mr. President, these gentlemen are 
reflecting like a mirror the proposed leg
islation before the Senate today, and I 
am going to read their names in a 
moment. 

Some-

Talking about bills; they might have 
referred to some amendments-

Some have offered new restrictions on 
picketing, on boycotts, and on other activi~ 
ties of labor organizations in the economic 
struggle. 

All of these measures have, in one form or 
another, pointed the accusing finger in the 
direction of labor and ·have assumed that 
the prevention of strikes entails not the 
amelioration of the conditions which create 
dissatisfaction or the improvement of medi
ation machinery, but the repression of the 
organizations through which the employees 
seek rectification of those conditions. 

Again, Mr. President, I inter{>olate to 
ask, Did you hear that? How many 
times have you heard, Mr. President, the 

·very thing on the floor of the Senate 
which these professors told us about in 
this letter which they sent? 

I read further: 
We do not urge that the accusing finger 

be turned in the direction of the employer 
or indeed in the direction of any party or 
group. . 

We do urge that the situation is one which 
cannot be corrected by a vindictive attitude 
toward organized labor. Too many of those 
in Congress who have used the circumstances 
of today as an excuse for seeking repressive 
legislation are those who have used the cir
cumstances of every period in our recent 
history as a pretext fdr efforts to repeal 
or modify the enlightened policy of the Na
tional Labor Relations Act and to seek re
pression of organized labor. 

Mr. President, again I interp.olate to 
say that I am not impugning any Sena
tor's motives, but I have a right to refer 
to a Senator's written record, I believe, 
and I simply make the inquiry, and make 
it so that Senators may search the 
RECORD and search their~ memories: 
What has been the voting record gen
erally of Senators advocating the amend-
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ments which we call repressive, upon 
other labor measures? I am not deny
ing the right of any Senator to vote as 
his conscience directs, but I say that a 
search of the RECORD will disclose that 
Senators who are generally· offering or 
advocating what we call these repressive 
amendments-and Senators know the 
amendments I am referring to, the Byrd 
amendment and other amendments of
fered by other able Senators-generally 
speaking have not been known as par
ticularly favorable to lal::1or. Whereas 
generally speaking the Senators who are 
opposing these restrictive amendments 
have been sympathetic to the working 
men and women, and to the best of their 
ability have endeavored to aid them in 
securing helpful legislation and prevent
ing the enactment.of harmful legislation. 

I read further : 
We urge that the Members of the Senate, 

in considering the measures now before 
them, accept the Federal mediation bill and 
reject the ill-considered and dangerous no
tion that strikes can be eliminated from our 
economy by legislative fiat. 

That is not what the Senator from 
Florida said. I am reading from these 
ladies and · gentlemen, whose respect
ability and responsibility cannot be de
nied when I read their names anC: where 
they are located. 

I continue to read from their state
ment: 

We urge that free collective bargaining is 
the ultimate basis upon which sound labor 
relations must be built. Government facili
tation of that process can best be advanced 
by the expansion and strengthening of our 
conciliation and mediation machinery to 
meet the difficult problems of the months 
ahead. Government intervention can de
stroy the pl'ocess of free collective bargain
ing if it takes the form of a declaration to 
American workers that they are not free to 
take strike action, even if the prohibition is 
ostensibly for a limited period of time. 

Those who contend that the decision to 
engage in a strike is normally one which is 
taken precipitately or irresponsibly fail to 
understand the American labor movement·. 
Great as may be the inconvenience to the 
American public in any given strike, far 
greater is its direct impact on the union 
workers who by their voluntary action cut 
off their earnings in a joint effort to improve · 
their working conditions. American work
ers do not take such action lightly, and they 
may not be expected to take lightly a declara
tion that governmental machinery will decide 
for them when they may or may not take 
such a'ction. 

Mr. President, before I give the names 
m. these ladies and gentlemen I wish· to 
say that I do not believe there could have 
been composed a finer statement of 
democratic American doctrine than they 
have composed. in their "letter to the able 
Senator from Montana. I believe if the 
Senate violates their admonition and 
their injunction and their counsel, that 
we are going to bring upon the country's 
head all the calamities these individuals 

· have predicted. 
So, Mr. President, when the Senator 

from Montana and th'e others of us ask 
our colleagues not to be hasty, when we 
ask them to give due consideration to this 
legislation, when we point out the danger 
of these repre&,Sive amendments, we are 
on the solid ground of advocating more 
peace instead of less. We are advocating 

the resolution of industrial strife rather 
than its precipitation. We are advo·cat
ing harmony instead of disharmony in 
the economy of America. 

Mr. President, we are not defending 
John L. Lewis. We are not upholding 
him in his wrongs. We are not advocat
ing that he should be given immunity 
from committing wrong. We are not 
countenancing or approving strikes, work 
stoppa:ges, or public inconvenience. We 
are advocating what we believe, as these 
writers Qelieve, is the best policy for the 
American Congress to pursue in trying 
to meet and to overcome the problems 
which now present themselves to us. 

Mr. President, I want to read the list 
of men and women who subscribed to the 
statement I have just read to my col
leagues: 

Mabel A. Magee, Wells College; Dr. Alice 
Hamilton, Harvard; Vera Reynolds Kilduff, 
New York State Department of Commerce; 
Alice E. Belcher, Milwaukee-Downer College; 
A. D. Beittel, Talladega College-

! believe that is in Alabr,ma-
Dr. Eric A. Walker, Penn State; Michael 
Kraus, City College-

In New York-
Mabel A. Elliott, University of Kansas; Paul 
S. Pierce, Oberlin-

That is in Ohio-
Fred Eastman, Chicago Theological Semi
nary; Carroll_ W. Ford-

Listen, Mr. President, to who Mr. 
Ford is-
Babson Institute of Business Administration; 
W. Rolland Maddox, University of Kansas; 
Dr. Mary A. Eaton, University of North Caro
lina; Harold W. Guest, Baker University; 
Charles Cogen, Bronx High School of Science; 
Foster Rhea Fuller, Ohio State; W. Bayard 
Taylor, University of Wisconsin; Laurence S. 
Knappen, Rutgers tfniversity; C. Herman 
Pritchett, University of Chicago; George 
Hand, Fairmont State College; Davis W. 
Board, Northwestern College; Frank J. Bruno, 
Washington University; J. H. Coleman, Miami 
University; Meyer Kimkoff, Bucknell Univer
sity; Elizabeth F. Baker, Barnard College, 
Columbia University. 

William J. Wilkinson, Colby College; Abra
ham Kaufman, Board of Education, New 
York City; W. Brooke Graves, Bryn Mawr; 
Calvin S. Hall, Western Reserve University; 
Clarence A. Berdahl, _University of Illinois; 
Horace B. English, Ohio State University; 
Howard White, Miami University; S. R. Mc
Gowan, Kenyon College; H. Gordon Hayes, 
Ohio State University; Paul E. Davies, Mc
Cormick Theological Seminary; Lee M. 
Brooks, University of North Carolina; Willy
stine Goodself, Columbia ,University; Esther 
Luelle Brown, Russell Sage F.oundation; Wil
liam D. Max, S. J. Tilden High School; Rev. 
Wilfred Parsons, Catholic University; Frank 
C. Pierson, Swarthmore; Robert D. Patton, · 
Ohio State University; George W. Briggs, 
Drew University; W. Hadly Waters, Pennsyl
vania State College; .John Hope II, Fisk Uni
versity; Giles A. Hubert, Fisk University; E. 
Douglass Burdick, University of Pennsyl
vania; Emily C. Brown, Vassar; Willard H. 
Froeh~ich, Catholic University; Walter N. 
Breckenridge, Colby College; Eleanor H. 
Gracy, Hunter College; D. 0. Kinsman, the 
American University; Alva W. Taylor, South-
ern Conference for Human Welfare. · 

Marion Hathway, University of Pittsburgh; 
Dr. Theresa Wolfson, Brooklyn College; Ed
win L. Clark, Rollins College; M. K. McKay, 
University of Pittsburgh; James E. Pate, Wil
liam and Mary; Charles F. Marsh, William and 
Mary; Russell H. Mack, Temple University; 
Otto Nathan, New Yprk University; Josephine 

Gleason, Vassar; Robert Rockafellow, Rhode 
Island State; Harry L. Lurie, Council of Jew
ish Federations; Harry M. Fife, Middlebury 
College; Charles C. priffin, Vassar; T. W. Van 
Metre, Columbia University; Henry P. Jordan, 
New York University; Marjorie Dilley,. Con
necticut College; Ralpl:l D. Fleming, Guidance 
Bureau, New York State Education Depart
ment; C. G. Gaum, Rutgers University; 
Julian Park, University of Buffalo; Thea. 
Lentz, Washington Universlty; William 
Melcher, Rollins College; Ray Billington, 
Northwestern University; Selig Perlman, 
University of Wisconsin; Vell B. Chamberlin, 
Illinois Institute of Technology; William S. 
Schlauch, New York University; Gardner 
Murphy, City College, New York City; Harold 
Brenholtz, North Texas State Teachers. Col
lege. 

George B. L. Arner, United States Depart-· 
ment of Agriculture; Harley F. MacNair, Uni
versity of Chicago; J. Van der Lee, State 
University of Iowa; Henry S. Miller, Queens 
College; Bernard F. Riess, Hunter College; 
E. B. McNatt, University of Illinois; Hedley 
S. Dimock, George Williams College; Leland 
J. Gordon, Denison University; Ralph B. 
Tower, University of West Virginia; Warren 
B. Catlin, Bowdoin College; Morris Fried
berg, Simmons College; Harry J. Carman, 
Columbia University; Albert S. Keister, Uni
versity of North Carolina; Grace L. Coyle, 
Western Reserve University; Arnold J. Lien, 
Washington University; Nathaniel Cantor, 
University of Buffalo; Emily Brown, Vassar; 
Frank Carlton, Case School; Hartley W. Cross, 
Connecticut College; Dorothy ·Douglas, Smith 
College; George H. Groat, University of Ver
mont; Malcolm Keir, Dartmouth College; 
Gladys Palmer, University of Pennsylvania; 
Albion G. Taylor, College of William and 
Mary; Melvin J. Segal, Michigan State Col
lege; Roscoe Lewis Ashley, Pasadena Junior 
College; Eugene M. Kayden, University of 
the South; M. N. Chatterjee, Antioch College; 
Merle Curti, University of Wisconsin; Richard 
Landry, Beloit College; Bruno Lasker, Yon
kers, N.Y.; Helen Herrmann, Freehold, N.J.; 
Colston E. Warne, Amherst College, secre
tary for the initiators of the letter. 

Mr. President, I have gone to some 
pains and I have taken some time of the 
Senate to read the names of the authors 
of that letter because I wanted Senators 
to understand the character, the in
formation, and the responsibility of the 
men and women who issued that clarion 
call to the Congress not to do their coun
try a disservice in respect to antilabor 
legislation. 

I should like to quote from another 
source-this time Mr. Wendell Berge. 
Senators will recall that Mr. Wendell 
Berge was formerly the head of the Crim
inal Division of the United States De
partment of Justice. This is what he 
said in an address entitled "Business Re
strictions Upon the Markets," delivered 
on May 16 of this year before the Amer
ican Marketing Association: 

In the lifetime of the present generation, 
we have witnessed a profound and calculated 
increase in the rise of economic monopoly, 
the concentration of economic power, and 
the drive to eliminate competition as the 
organizing principle of-the market. We have 
become sharply conscious of a revival of 
economic feudalism, of a renewal ' of the 
philosophy of privilege, and the reappearance 
of a whole array of monopolistic devices in
tended to destroy the free market. 

Our national economy is :.. .. ot mature. Our 
capacity for economic growth is tremendous, 
but it will not take place without effort. 
Difficult and vexing situations incident to 
reconversion must not be permitted to warp 
the immense opportunities of the years 
ahead. If labor, government, and industry 
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cooperate wholeheartedly in utilizing the 
vitality and flexibility of our economic sys
tem, the American people will go forward to 
levels of production and abundance which 
we have only begun to glimpse. Abuses of 
economic power to limit ·and dominate the 
1ree market can jeopardize this future. It 
is among our first concerns to make certain 
that the opportunity and the promise within 
reach are given every aid to tlleir realization. 
In this undertaking, enterprise is at stake, 
and with it the fate of economic freedom. 

Mr. President, we are not legislating in 
this Congress today against John L. 
Lewis. We are legislating upon American 
civil rights. We are about to legislate, 
not atainst John L. Lewis; we are about 
to legislate against the honest and patri
otic working men and women of America. 
We are about to legislate, not against 
those who have been the principal offend
ers in social wrongs, not those who have 
been primarily responsible, in my opinion, 
for most of the work stoppages-those 
who, by their avarice, greed, stubborness, 
or selfishness have been unwilling to give 
economic justice to the worker. No, Mr. 
President. If Senators who are the au
thors and advocates of these amend
ments have their way we shall simply 
add another stone upon the already over
burdened backs of the humble men and 
women of America who toil, and each 
stone shall bear the craftsman's mark of 
legislators who do not look with sympathy 
or friendliness upon the plight · of the 
working men and women of America. 

No, Mr. President, we are not legislat
ing against John L. Lewis. We are 
legislating against those men and women 
·who have fought their way up from serf
dom, whose forebears at one time were 
the serfs and slaves of the feudal lord 
with the great manor house and vast 
acres, and later of the man who owned 
a factory. It was slavery all the same. 
I say that we are legislating not to help 
men and women who have fought their 
way up from serfdom and slavery to 
some decent standard of dignity and 
economic independence, but in order to 

- curb the power of those men and women 
to get a decent wage, to limit the power 
of those men and women to redress their 
old wrongs and grievances, to shackle 
the hands of those working men and 
·women as they fight for an education 
for their children. Mr. President, we 
are closing down with a strangling grip 
upon their efforts to house their families, 
not in hovels, but in homes. 

Instead of breaking the shackles of 
monopoly, instead of limiting the oppor
tunity for the abuse of power in our 
economy of which Mr. Wendell Berge 
spoke, we are aiding that monopoly, add
ing to its capacity for abuse, because we 
are striking down the competitive hand 
of collective labor which might have 
diminished the wrongs that would be 
perpetrated by those who would use 
those abuses and those powers in a way 
that was harmful to our country and to 
its economy. 

Mr. Presid~nt, instead of this Congress 
endeavoring to make possible the leisure 
that would give working men and women 
an opportunity to refine their minds as 
well as to ennobfe their spirits, we would 
chain them to the wheel or to the work~ 
ing block, and whenever they tried to get 
farther away we would say, "Thou shalt 

not," and herd them back into the pen of 
their sll:!,very by this coercive and restric
-tive legislation. 

No, Mr. President; in the ranks of the 
working men and women of this country 
no encomiums will be heaped upon the 
heads of those who lend their names to 
these amendments. There may be some 
in the ranks of corporate capital, living 
in their high offices, living in the pyra
mids which they have built upon the 
backs of the poor in many instances, in 
the rarified atmosphere of the citadels 
of those who are the favored few, of 
those who bask in the luxury of their air
conditioned offices, in their temples and 
towers. We may get some e.ncomiums 
from thein if we support these amend
ments, but I dare say that we will not get 
them from the masses of the working 
men and women. There may be joy, sat
isfaction, and smiles of approval in the 
corporate board room, but I dare say that 
we shall bring no message of joy to the 
homes of the working meri and 'women of 
this country if we pass these restrictive 
and coercive amendments. We may per
ceptibly increase the profits of corporate 
enterprise. We may fatten the dividend 
check, and we may possibly increase the 
salary of the executive; but we shall riot 
put any more calories in the diet of the 
child of a workingman. 

Mr. President, Senators who vote for 
such amendments will not put a better 
dress on the workingman's wife, they 
will not improve the furniture in the 
workingman's home, they will not pro
vide more medical care either for the 
workers or for the women and children 
of this country. They will not increase 
the funds for research which might open 
ever-widening horizons of opportunity for 
both management and labor. They will 
not send more boys and girls to high
school or college. They will not increase 
the earning capacity by means of voca
tional rehabilitation or education of the 
inju.red or the ignorant. No, Mr. Presi
dent; they will not put up any pictures 
which will decorate and beautify the walls 
of the homes of the working people of 
this country. They will not enable them 
to enjoy better music or to learn more 
of the culture of the race of our land. 

' They need not expect to accomplish such 
things by supporting these amendments, 
because they will not thereby make any 
of those contributions. Moreover, Mr. 
President, they will not thereby reduce 
industrial strife or bring about economic 
peace or estab~ish comity in management 
and labor relations or inspire confidence 
either in business or in labor in regard 
to a stable economic future. They will 
not thereby stop strikes or cause coal to 
be mined or cause the railroads to be 
run. Even the Wall Street Journal knows 
that, and says it very courageously. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? , 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield for a question. 
Mr. ·LANGER. · Will the Senator state 

the date of the issue -Jf the Wall Street 
Journal to which he refers? 

Mr. PEPPER. I shall be glad to. I 
find that I have given that copy of the 
Wall Street Journal to the clerk. My 
recollection is that it was for May 16. 
It was published immediately after the 
committe~ bill and the accompanying 

report were reported to the Senate, and 
at that time the Wall Street Journal 
commended the committee report as a 
·notable document. 

Mr. President, I was about to say that 
_Senators who vote ·for these amend
ments will receive temporary applause 
from certain segments of the press. 
They or their staff perhaps will want to 
cut out and put in their scrapbooks some 
of the laudatory editorials and articles 
which will b~ published regarding their 
courageous action, and will want to keep 
them for their memoirs. I do not know 
whether experience will justify their 
showing them to some of their descend
ants as some uf their boasted accom-

. plishments. It may be that in turning 
through the pages of such scrapbooks 
they will prefer te rather hastily fan 
through those laudatory editorials, be
cause by that time experience may have 
demonstrated the wisdom of what the 
Wall Street Journal and some of the 
professors I have mentioned have said, 
rather than of · what has been said by 
those who have a contrary point of view. 

No, Mr. President; they will not solve 
any of these problems. But they will 
receive some laudatory comments from 
segments of the press that fight some 
Senators because they think the Chil
dren's Bureau should have jurisdiction 
over what some Members of Congress 
call "these noble little merchants," 
"these independent contractors," as the 
newsboys are called, who say that they 
should not even be given the protection 
of the Children's Bureau and should not 
be prevented from working during school 
hours or when they are too young and of 
too tender years to engage in a hazard
ous occupation. In all probability they 
wil receive encomiums and paeans of 
praise from some sections of the press 
who feel that way about what they call 
"the noble little contractors and inde
pendent merchants"-these boys whom 
they do not want to have the protection 
-of the Children's Bureau. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, they will 
truly be able in a good many cases to 
count upon having their mail fiooded 

. with correspondence from the National 
Association of Manufacturers and from 
members of the United States Chamber 
of Commerce. I know that in my State, 
if I were to vote that way, I would be 
deluged with messages of approval by 
the Associated Industries, who never 
have advocated a liberal principle in 
their lives. Senators who vote for these 
amendments will have organizations · 
like that, in their States, praising them 
and saying, "Senator, thank God that in 
you we have a statesman. You stand up 
against these labor racketeers. You 
bravely stand up against the working 
men and women of America, and we 
want to c·ommend you for saving the 
country." If they chance to say "for 
stopping the strikes," I am afraid they · 
will find that they are mistaken about 
that. But, at any rate, they will send 
letters and telegrams praising you and 
telling you that they will surely support 
you in the next election; and no doubt 
many of them will make•campaign con
tributions for you in the next election, 
too. 
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There is no doubt that if a Senator 

wishes to guarantee getting fat, luscious, 
ever-expanding campaign contributions 
in the next election, it is better for him 
to vote for these amendments and to 
complain about some of the amendments 
which others of us are offering here. No 
doubt if Senators do that. they will have 
far better success in expanding their 
finance department, because if they do 
not vote with the employers they may 
have to take a contribution from a labor 
union ; they may really be forced to that 
extremity. If they take it, my, how they 
will be denounced. They-surely will be 
called Communists ·and radicals; and if 
your name is Pepper, they will certainly 
call you Red Pepper. [Laughter.] There 
is no doubt about that, I can testify from 
experience, Mr. President. 

I started off as one of the most re
spectable Senators you ever saw. I ran 
in 1934, and I advocated what I thought 
was a liberal' program. But they did not 
know whether I really meant it or not. 
I did not quite get elected. But- in 1936, 
believe it or not, Mr. President, I was 
nominated in a Democratic primary 
without opposition. If I had had the 
good judgment to come up here and vote 
faithfully and constantly for amend
ments like the Byrd amendment and the 
Ball amendment. and similar amend
ments which are offered by my good 
friends and colleagues here, I would 
hardly have had any political difficulty 
in the two campaigns which I have had 
to make since then. 

I never would have had to sit and worry 
and scratch my head and stay up late at 
night, worrying about where I would get 
enough money to travel to the next town 
or to pay the telephone bills and the 
radio bills and the office rent and all that 
sort of thing. I never would have been 
subjected to the ignominy of having it 
said that the WPA workers, out of 
gratitude, actually supported me. ·No; 
I could have told jokes about the WPA 
workers; I could have castigated them 
for leaning on their shovels; I could 
have said that they were not much good, 
anyway; that $26 a month, which they 
were getting down South, was too much 
for them! that, after all, if they were any 
good, why were they not rich or a Sena
tor or the head of some big enterprise; 
and that there must be some inherent 
weakness in them, for, if not, why were 
they not the heads bf chambers of com
merce or of Associated Industries or of 
the National Association of Manufac
turers, or something of the sort. 

But, Mr. President, I made a very 
grievous mistake. There was a man up 
here named Franklin D. Roosevelt, Pres
ident of the United States. I thought he 
was advocating democracy in America. 
Pretty soon after I got here I started vot
ing with him; and I did not quit, with 
very, very few exceptions, until he passed 
away; and I am proud of it. Voting with 
Franklin D. Roosevelt is not one of the 
things that I will have to pass over 
quickly if I ever have the honor to point 
out my record to my progeny. I shall 
be proud of that, and I shall be just as 
proud of some of the enemies I made in 
doing it, because I have found out that 
if a man really means his liberalism he 
will make enemies. 

. :XCII--348 

I am reminded of the character in a 
melodrama who, every Saturday night, 
was supposed to get shot by the villain. 
The villain would whack out his revolver 
and point it at the abdomen of the actor 
who was the hero, and would pull ,.the 
trigger; and the gun would fire, and the 
hero would put his hands to his abdomen 
and would say, "My God! I am shot." 
Well, Mr. President-, one night the villain 
got drunk; and, instead of having a pistol 
that was not loaded, he got hold of a 
pistol that had a bullet in it. With the 
usual flourish at the proper time be came 
down with his revolver with a grimace 
and gesture and pointed it at the abdo
men of the hero and pulled the trigger. 
The gun was discharged and the hero 
put his hand to his abdomen and he saia, 
"My God, I'm shot!" He looked down 
and saw the blood running from his 
hand, and he said, "My God, I am shot!" 
[Laughter. J 

Mr. President, some persons merely 
mak.e a showing of liberalism, and some 
will fight for it. But, Mr. President, if 
you do fight for it and do not make ene
mies, the law of action and reaction will 
have quit working in the physical and 
political world. 

So, Mr.. President, if you want to make 
friends and influenc.e the right kind of 
people, you should vote for all of these 
repressive amendments, because they are 
being supported by the influential per
sons in our· economy; for example, those 
who own practically all the newspapers. 
They will determine what is written 
about you in the newspapers, and tliey 
will determine whether anythin~ is to be 
written about you. They will determine 
the character of the writer. Their boys 
will soon decide how far they may go in 
writing you up favorably. So, certainly 
the owners of newspapers are the most 
influential among our people. Then 
there are the heads of the great cor
porate enterprises. They have the 
money and the economic power. They 
can actually get things done in America. 
Moreover, Mr. President, they operate 
the banks. They loan the money. They 
buy the securities. They have directors 
on various boards. They are extremely 
influential. Then there are the lawyers. · 
If a lawyer wishes to earn enough money 
to get along pretty well, he must repre
sent mostly the corporations and the 
large enterprises. 

Yet, I honor every lawyer who does 
those things. I assure you, Mr. Presi
dent, that if I were practicing law, every 
time when one of those big fellow ::; came 
into my office I would do everything I 
could to let him know that I welcomed 
his arrival. Such persons are obviously 
desirable clients. But, ordinarily a law
yer is very timid about denouncing his 
clients. Have you ever noticed that, Mr. 
President? He is extremely delicate in 
saying things unfavorable about his cli
ents. When a lawyer has an office full of 
big corporate ciients he does not go down 
into the park and make many denuncia
tory speeches about the sacredness of the 
capitalistic structure as his clients ob
serve it in America. Yes; undoubtedly 
the influential people are en that side. 

There is another snare which even 
Senators must sometimes fall into. Ire
fer to the persons who seduce them by 

telling them what a great man they are. 
Such statements to a politician are what. 
fur coats are to a lady. When one of the 
owners of -big newspapers or magazines, 
or one of the iarge trade associations·, or 
eyen only a few top-notch executives, in 
a very serious and solemn way pat you 
on the shoulder and tell you that you 
have a great future because you are the 
kind of man they need to rlln this 
country, beware. You stantl on the 
threshold of difficulty. You are told 
that you understand the needs of busi
ness, and that you have its confidence. 
You are told that you understand the 
necessity of curbing the labor c-roup. 
You are told that you underst and the 
necessity of protecting private enter
prise. Mr. President, they can say that 
to you in such a persuasive manner that 
if you do not hold on to yourself you 
will believe it to be true. How many a 
good politician has fallen among thieves 
unintentionally. Unlike the fellow who 
fell among them on the road to Jericho, 
it is too late to save him when any good 
Samaritan comes along. 

Mr. President, I do want to say a word 
of encouragement to the gallant few who 
have the other point of view. Conditions 
in America are changing. The old say
ing is, "The old gray mare ain't what she 
used to be." For the first time, labor has 
not only become articulate, but powerful 
in America. Labor not only has the 
money, but it has the votes. If it raises 
only a ·dollar per member it can raise 
several million dollars and match many 
of the masters of money who have been 
accustomed to buy elections from the 
people. 

And, Mr. President, all the king's 
horses and all the king's men, and all the 
acts of Congress-so long as 'we have a 
constitution in America-will never de
prive R working man or woman of his 
or her rights to contribute a dollar 
through collective representation in a 
political campaign. That is my opinion. 
I am not talking about the labor, unions 
doing what the corporations many times 
do by takinc- money out of the corporate 
ass·ets and using it for political purposes. 
I am talking about raising money 
through contributions of the workers 
themselves. 

So, Mr. President, the workers are 
organized. They are great in organiza
tional strength. A moment ago I re
ferred to the efforts being made in the 
South. I am proud of them. Saying so 
will not help me back home with many 
of my good constituents. Some of the 
constituents of my State are afraid that 
if labor ever becomes organized in that 
State they will have to pay higher wages. 
They are afraid that organized labor 
cannot be kicked around-to use a com
mon term-in the way that labor can be 
kicked around when it is not organized. 
I do not mean that all of our people 
are taking such an attitude. I am proud 
of the fine labor record of many of our 
great employers in Florida. But I will 
say that I have known of peonage in my 
State; and it has existed, I venture to 
say, in other States as well. 'l'here- is 
some enforced labor in many of our 
States even now, and there are many 
workers who do not receive the laborer's 
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hire, because they are merely individu
als. If they are not liked by their em
ployers they are fired. If an employee 
makes trouble his employers kick him 
out. However, if he becomes a member 
of a group who says to the employer. 
"Wait a minute; why did you fir.e that 
worker?" something else may take place. 
The employer may say, "Well, he did not 
do his work," and he will hem and haw 
about what is the real reason for firing 
the man. As I say, the employer may 
reply, "He did not do his work well." 
The group will say, "No; that is not the 
reason. Did you not hear him say that 
he thought we should be organized in 
this plant?" Then, if he is fired, the 
United States Government, because, 
thank God, we have a National Labor 
Relations J9oard which men like the Sen
ator from New York [Mr. WAGNER1 made 
possible -by a law which was put on the 
statute books of this country , will make 

~ the employer put that mar~ back to work. 
Mr. President, I will tell you some.:. 

thing else. The workers are not only 
organizing, , but they have votes and 
money. An increasing number of · per
sons have come to understand that to 
help them is not only good · Christianity, 
and good religion, but it is good eco
nomics. ,Why did Henry Ford many 
years ago start paying $5 a day to his 
workers? It was not altogether an act 
of charity·. I do not know whether any 
charity entered .into the situation. He 
wanted the working men and women ' to 
be able to buy Ford cars. He knew that 
it· was not possible to QUY a Ford auto
mobile on 75 cents a day. 

There is nothing which would so help 
business in America as a prosperous 
working class. If there was ever any 
doubt about it, it was settled during the 
war. The thing which really brought 
prosperity to this country to an unpre
cedented degree was the fact that we had 
a Nation fully employed and at good 
wages. · That is what brought about 
prosperity. That is th.e recipe for pros
perity. Yet, when we try to have the 
Congress pass a measure which would 
guarantee a Nation fully employed, ,do 
we succeed in having such legislation en
acted? No. It is held up for weeks, if 
not months, by controversy and confer
ences until it is watered down so that it 
means relatively Uttle as a guaranty of 
employment to the working people. 

Mr. President, I wish to speak a· few 
words of encouragement to those who are 
going to make the gallant fight against 
legislation which would emasculate the 
National Labor Relations Act and the 
Norris-LaGuardia Act. I can assure you, 
Mr. President, that there will be more of 
these workers instead of less, that they 
will be stronger instead of weaker, that 
they will have more influence, more 
money, and more votes. Believe me, Mr. 
President, they are gaining a sense of 
social consciousness and political. power. 

There is in the United States today a 
man who will be remembered about 
twenty times longer than most. of his 
traducers, a man named Henry Wallace. 
He used a phrase which caught the 
thought of a great many people. H;e 
said this was the century of the common 
man. The common man, Mr. President, 
is coming into his own. 

I have seen some things in the last few 
weeks which have given me great en
couragement, first, from this common 
man, second, from the veterans who have 
returned from the war. I do not mean 
tha_t they are unanimous, but I have been 
very much encouraged by the way .! have 
heard veterans talking since they have 
returned to this country. They were 
told they were fighting for democracy, 
then they came expecting to see it here. 
They are going to demand more of it 
instead of less. We will go forward, not 
backward; be sure of that. 

Not only from the common man have 
I heard those comforting thoughts, but I 
w; tnessed the same encouragement in 
two universities a little while ago. One 
of them was Northwestern University , at 
Evanston, Ill. I spent an evening with a 
considerable portion of the student body 
at that institution. For a whole week 
they had been carrying on an imitation 
United Nations organization, with more 
than 200 students participating I got a 
chance to hear what they thought not 
only about international affairs, but . 
about domestic affairs, and to l.ave them 
ask me about legislation here. 

Mr. _?resident , a little while later I was 
at Princeton. I had a chance to hear a 
representative group of American youn·g 
men talking and asking questions. I de
rived a great deal of encouragement from 
the talks they made and. the questions 
they asked. To those who make up a 
part of this gallant if not altogether hope
ful little band I want to give a few words 
of encouragement, because they are going 
in the rJght direction, not only econom
ically, but politically. 

I desire to extend to my distinguished 
friends on the other side of the aisle some 
advice, although I am not a paid coun
selor of the Republican Party, and I am 
not altogether sure that my, counsel will 
be a ccepted even though voluntarily and 
gratuitously given. We have some dif
fidence on our side, and I wish we did not 
have it. There are a few who have fallen 
from grace democratically, and a few 
who have back-slidden democratically, 
but, by and large, the spirit is still strong, 
although a few souls are a little weak. 
But my brethren on the other side of the 
aisle have for sometime been writing 
a party record, and that record is going 
to make many of the working people of 
this country believe that the Grand Old 
Party, the party of great moral ideas, the 
party of the full dinner pail, is no more; 
that there is a wedlock which not even 
adultery would sever, a bond which none 
could untie, between the Grand Old 
Party, the party of the great moral ideas, 
the old party of the full dinner pail, and 
corporate and financial privilege in the 
United States of America. 

You have some encouragement over 
on the other side of the aisle, and there 
are bright lignts you can see from afar, 
and not only we on thts side, but the 
people generally, applaud them, and I 
predict that their tribe will increase in 
time. 

As I said, we are all writing a record, 
and people are going to scrutinize it. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. TOBEY. The Senator was refer
ring to the party to which I belong, and 
charging, or suggesting, that the party 
might be known because of the affinity 
between the Republican Party and great 
corporate interests. I do not accept that 
as a just charge or a true charge, but I 
point out that the present administra
tion, and the present President of the 
United States, recently made an appoint
ment to the Reconstruction Finance Cor
poration of a man named George Allen, 
Y:hose chief claim to fame was the fact 
tha.t he was a director of more corpora
t ions in this _country, and some of the 
largest, than any other man in public 
life in Washington . Such corporate con
nections are not arguments to justify an 
appointmert to such a post. I voted 
against the confirmation of the gentle
man for the position to which he was 
appointed, and many other Senators did 
likewise. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I will 
say that the President, being a Baptist, 
which is my faith, may have back
slidden jm t a litle bit in some recent ap
pointments. but, as I have said, ours is 
a faith which pennits repentance, and 
when we err , it is never an intentional 
error, and I hope it will be corrected. 

Mr. TOBEY. But let me point out to 
the Senator, as one Baptist to another, 
that the President and Senators should 
be careful not. to sin away the day of 
grace. 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator is quite 
correct, but the Lord is a generous for
giver. and I think our wrongs in time can 
be remedied and corrected. 

Mr. President, I do not know what else 
I can say that will have any particular 
inftuence with my brethren. I wish to 
thank them for their attention. I have 
given comfort where I thought comfort 
was possible, and issued warnings where 
I thought they might be appropriate. 
I have done it in good and kindly spirit, 
and I want to say that if in the heat of 
debate we say things which do not ap
pear in that ~pirit, it is only a superficial 
aspect of the matter, which Senators 
must not remember, but they must re
member the sentiments and motives and 
good will which prompt and actuate us 
all. 

Mr. President, I should now like to ask 
the able leader if he has any plans about 
the remainder of the day or the begin
ning of the morrow. 

Mr. ·BARKLEY. Mr. President, my 
plan, for the remainder of the day, so far 
as I can control it, is to get a vote on the 
amendment which is now pending, if we 
may. I hope the Senate will be willing 
to sit until we can accomplish that 
purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. HOEY 
in the chair> . • The question now is-

Mr. BARKLEY. Has the Senator from 
Florida concluded? 

Mr. PEPPER No, Mr. President; I had 
not quite concluded. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I thought the Sena
tor had. I wanted to speak briefty on his 
amendment, in support of it. 

Mr.· PEPPER. I shall be through in 
just a moment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But I shall desist if 
the Senator wishes to continue to speak. 
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Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the 

amendment which is now the pending 
question, we believe gives fair protection 
to health and welfare funds which may 
be provided by collective bargaining. 
Now that we have .accepted the clarifY
ing amendment of the Senator from Ken
tucky and the clarifying amendment of 
the Senator from Connecticut, the 
amendment covers every possibility. 

First, management and labor are al
lowed to bargain collectively with free
dom, and are not hampered by statutes in 
their bargaining process. If they agree 
that the employer shall administer the 
fund, then he shall administer it, sub
ject to the rules and regulations and to 
the auditing of the Federal Scoority Ad
ministration. If they agree that the em
ployees shall administer the fund, then 
the employees shall administer it, subject 
to rules and regulations of the Federal 
Security Administration. If they agree 
that the funds shall be jointly adminis
tered, no agency of the Government 
should be needed to supervise and check 
them, because they will check each other. 
If they cannot agree, thanks to the sug
gestion of the able Senators from Illinois 
and Connecticut, the fund will be subject 
to the administration of the Federal Se-
curity Agency. . 

If any Senator has had any fear in his 
mind that health and welfare funds with
out such protection might be misad
ministered and misappropriated, those 
safeguards should assuage that fear. If 
all Senators want is the safeguarding of 
the health and welfare funds, I respect
fully submit that they have it in the 
pending amendment. 

Now, Mr. President, I have a telegram 
from a man named Martin E. Segal of 
17 East Forty-ninth Street, New York, 
which reads: 

As health insurance consultant to more 
than 35 AFL and CIO unions and to the 
Blue Cross Hospital Commission governing 
more than 86 local plans covering more than 
21,000,000 people, I want to submit the fol
lowing statement in support of your stand 
on the legislation as proposed by Senator 
BYRD with respect to health insurance and 
welfare funds. 

The telegram was addressed to me. 
Today more than 900,000 members are 

covered by health insurance and welfare 
funds which are administered either by 
unions and employers jointly or by union 
trustees with employer advisory committees. 

Most all of these plans are governed by 
trust agreements worked out by unions and 
employers without any Government partici
pation. These agreements spell out the de
tails of the benefits to be provided, etc. 

These plans cover the following industries: 
Men's and women's clothing, textiles, food, 
hotel, and restaurant, electric products, 
painting, fur and leather, etc. 

It's obvious that these plans which are 
already in effect need 'no legislation to govern 
them 6r establish new and conflicting pro
cedures which would disturb present. bene
fits and effiecient administration. 

On the other hand the proposed legisla
tion is impracticable in other industries 
where it is impossible to have any employers' 
representation because there are many inde
pendent employers involved in the collective
bargaining negotiations with the union. An 
excellent example of this category is the fur
niture industry. Here the United Furniture 

Workers of America, CIO, bas a health insur
ance fund to which more than 550 employers 
make contributions. The Upholsterers In
ternational Union, AFL, has a fund to which 
more than 250 employers make contributions. 
It would be impossible in these situations to 
have · representative employers . While the 
union operates on a national basis, many of 
the employers do not and are spread out 
in little cities throughout the country. In 
an industry such as this, therefore, it wquld 
be impracticable and unwieldy and costly to 
have employer representatives. 

The peaceful collective bargaining which 
has obtained in the overwhelming majority 
of negotiations where health insurance funds 

. were established proves' the lack pf necessity 
and inadvisability of legislating on this sub
ject. Also, the legislation, if passed, would 
serve to block the voluntary agreement be
tween employers and unions in industries 
like food and furniture. Additional support
ing evidence being sent to you airmail special 
delivery today. · 

There is the testimony of a consultant 
in this field who says that it is imprac
tical to have employer representation . 
made obligatory. Mr. President, as I was 
saying, if Senators want to safeguard 
health. and welfare· funds, which is what 
it was represented we started out to do, 
here is the answer. Our amendment af
fects nothing but that. But if Senators 
want to prohibit any employer from do
ing anything else for his employees, then 
vote for the Byrd amendment. If Sena
tors want to deny intelligent manage
ment the ability voluntarily and freely 
to work with and for its labor, as many 
hundreds have done already, i-f Senators 
want to prevent them from doing that, 
vote for the Byrd amendment. If Sena
tors wish to stop setting up industrial 
health and welfare plans that will giv~ 
workers fewer working hours and the 
country healthier and better citizenrY-! 
say if Senators want to deter the crea
tion of more and more of these plans, vote 
for the Byrd amendment. 

If Senators ,want to make the em
ployees shun these plans instead of wel
coming them in many cases, and put 
the burden upon the public, instead of, 
as the able Senator from New Mexico 
said it should be, upon the industry which 
ought to pay for its own wreckage in 
human as well as steel machines, then 
vote for the . Byrd amendment, because 
in our opinion it will contribute to these 
unhappy objectives. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr.-PEPPER. i yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. I want to ask the 

able Senator if he knows that an amend
ment cannot be offered to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Rhode 
Island and the Senator from Florida, 
and I ask if he would consider. and ac
cept and adopt as part of his amend
ment a provision that any fund such as 
he describes for the welfare of the work
ers shall be administered jointly by such 
employer and such employees? · So that 
we will forever eliminate as the basis of 
contention and debate between employer 
and employees the subject) of who shall 
administer; and let the provision stand 
in the amendment that it shall be under 
the supervision of the Federal Security 
Administrator. Will the Senator accept 
such a modification? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Florida, speaking for himself, 
regrets very much that he cannot accept 
the modification of the amendment in 
the manner suggested by the able Sena
tor from West Virrinia. I will tell the 
able Senator why· we cannot accept it. 
It is because that would be doing what 
the Byrd amendment does--forcing the 
employees to accept management in the 
operation of the fund or their adminis
tration of it, whether they wanted to or 
not, and I do not want to coerce them 
to that requirement. That is what the 
amendment would do if the r.,ble Sen
ator's suggestion were accepted. But as 
the amendment is now drawn we make 
the employees accept the Federal Secur
ity Administrator if they_ administer the 
fund themselves. and we make them ac
cept the Federal Security Administrator 
if they do not agree with management 
·Upon who shall administer the fund. But 
we do not make them take the employer 
into partnership in the administration 
of the plan, because many of them are 
opposed to that, because they say the em
pl6Y.er hamstrings the operation of the 
plan for the benefit of the workers. So 
many of them do not want to do that, 
and I do not want to force_it upon them. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, 
will the Senator again yield? . 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Let me say that 

certainly I do not want the management 
of the fund hamstrung by the employer, 
but it seems to me that if it is unaer the 
direction and control of the Federal 
Security Administrator, neither the em
ployer nor the employees can hamstring 
the other. 

I put this question to the Senator in 
all earnestness. What is the good, and 
what is the purpose of legislating upon 
this subject in ~ny way if we do not re
move, by legislation, the basis of con
tention that causes this strife between 
employer and employee? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I want 
to say to my able friend from West Vir
ginia that I cannot believe that most of 
the employers of this country, when their 
employees do not wish management to 
participate in the administration of these 
plans, would withhold their contribu
tion to the fund if the Federal Security 
Administrator were to assure them that 
Federal Security Agency would super
vise and audit the administration of the 
fund. I cannot believe,· as the able Sena
tor possibly fears, that not placing the 
Senator's suggestion in the amendment 
would in any appreciable number of 
cases prohibit the setting up of a health 
fund. · 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. As I read the amend-. 

ment now pending, provision is made 
that it shall not be unlawful to create 
the fund we are talking about. And it 
may be administered separately or joint
ly, as may be agreed upon, by the em-

, player and employee. Then there is this 
provision: 

In the event that the employer and em
ployees cannot agree through the process of 
collective bargaining on who shall administer 
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such a fund and either party shall certify < 
such fact-

That~is, such inability to agree about 
the administrator-
the Federal Security Administrator may 
notify both parties to the controversy that 
he will administer such _ fund. 

The effect of that is that where there is 
a disagreement or a failure to agree be
tween the employer and employees, and 
either side certifies the disagreement to 
the administrator, he may notify them 
that he will administer it, but if he does 
not see fit to do it, there is nobody then 
to administer it. 
· Would the Senator consider changing 
the word "may'' to "shall"? 

· Mr. PEPPER. - Yes. 
Mr. BARKLEY. So that if the two 

sides disagree, and that fact is certified 
to the administrator, then he shall noti
fy the parties that he will administer it, 
and not leave it in his discretion, so that 
if he decided not to do it, nobody would 
administer it. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I again 
am indebted to the r,ble Senator from 
Kentucky, and having already received 
the acquiescence of my colleague, the_ 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], 
we ask Jeave to perfect the amendment 
in the respect suggested b~7 the Senator 
from Kentucky. We had it in mind all· 
the time that it would be mandatory. 
· The .PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be so modified. 

{- Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader again point out what 

- modification has been made? It 1s very 
difficult to hear on this side of ~he Cham
ber. 

Mr.-BARKLEY. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator from Florida another 
question? In one place in the amend
ment the term "Federal Security Admin
istrator" is used, and iii another place 
"Social Security Administrator." 

Mr. PEPPER. It is intended in both 
cases to refer to the same individual
the Federal Security Administrator. . 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; it is intended to 
refer to the same person, so there is no 
point in referring to a different title. 

Mr. PEPPER. I modify the amend
ment, with the acquiescence of the co
·author of the amendment, so as to have 
it in both cases "Federal Security Ad-
ministrator." · 

Mr. BARKLEY. Originally it was the 
Social- Security Administrator, but under 
the reorganizations and transfers of 
power the officer is now known as the 
Federal Security Administrator. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
amendment will be so modified .. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator 
from Kentucky for his very helpful sug-
gestion. / 

Mr. President, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. WHERRY] was kind enough 
to ask what the amendment does, as it 
has been modified. · It provides no ma;n
date or no obligatory requirement that 
a health fund shall be provided. It le
galizes one if the employer and the em
ployees provide one in any way _agree
able to them. It does not say how they 
shall provide it, if they provide it. But 
once there is one in existence, then the 
amendment, by permissive authorit~, 

says they may bargain collectively as to 
who shall administer the plan. If by 
collective bargaining they should de
cide that the plan should be jointly ad
ministered by employer and employees, 
then the F~deral Security Administra
tion would have nothing to do with the 
,matter. It would be settled by volun
tary agreement, as-it should be, and the 
parties would have a check on each 
other. If they should agree, however, 
that the employer should administer the 
plan, or if the employer should make 
that a condition to providing the fund, 
and the employees should accept it on 
that condition, in tha~ case the Federal 
Security Administration would have gen
eral administrative jurisdiction over the 
fund, including the right of auditing. 

If th~y should agree, tacitly or other
wise, that · the employees exclusively 
should operate and manage the fund, it' 
would be subject to the supervisory rule, 
regulation, and auditing power of the 
Federal Security Administrator. But if 
they _could not agree upon who shculd 
administer it, then upon the certification 
of either one that they had arrived at 
th,at disag eement, it would be the duty 
of the Federal Security Administrator to 
administer and audit the fund. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? ? 
. Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. It seems to me an extraor
dinary provision that when two people 
get together and almost agree on some
thing, when they cannot fully _agree one 
of them can make the other take a fund 
administered by the Federal Security Ad
ministrator. That is not collective bar
gaining. That is a provision which we 
impose. We say, "If you agree on ev
erything e)se and cannot agree on this, 
we impose the provision that it shall tie 
administered by the Federal -Security Ad
ministrator." It seems to me that the 
whole amendment is a denial of the proc
ess of collective bargaining. 

Mr. PEPPER. Here is the essential dif
ference-and I am glad the Senator from 
Ohio has give11 me an opportunity to 
emphasize it again: The essential differ
ence is that the Byrd amendment re
quires the employee to share administra
tion, not with the Federal Security Ad
ministration, but with the employer; and 
our amendment does not do that. Many 
unions do not want the fund if they must 
share the administration with employers. 
In order to . meet that contention, we 
wished to provide some public agency 
which could assure proper administra
tion of the fund. 
- Mr. President, we have presented this 
amendment in good faith. I think Sena
tors will admit ·that it has merit. If we 
iegislate on the particular administra..: 
tion or supervision of these health and 
welfare funds ; which was the thing ·at 
which I thought the Senator from Vir
ginia was originally striking, which was 
the John L. Lewis case, then it seems to 
me that we shall have made considerable 
progress, and ;vet not force one party into 
a relationship with another private party 
against his will. Then we can leave for 
future experience the necessity for the 
other prohibitions ~n the Byrd amend
ment wh~ch cover the unknown cases, 

which so far as I know, experience has 
not disclosed to us. · 
. John L. Lewis' controversy was over a 

health fund; and although it was first 
called a royalty, every Senrtor knows 
that it is not a royalty. It is a health 
fund which in amount would be based 
upon an es~imate of so many cents a ton. 
It is not a royalty to go into the pockets 
of John L. Lewis or any other labor lead
er. So if the Oenate would be satisfied to 
go this far; I believe it would meet with 
the approval of the country, and I think 
make a very salutary contribution to a 
solution of this problem. 

Mr. BARKLE.Y. Mr. President, I have 
no purpose to delay the Senate for more 
than a m.oment or two; but I wish to 
point out the difference between the pro
posals which are how before the Senate 
and give my reasons for supporting the 
substitute offered by the Senator from 
Rhode Island and the Senator from 
Florida. 

The amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Virginia [Mr. BYRD 1 starts With 
a prohibition which makes it rinlawful 
for certain things to be done by way of 
contribution by the employer to the em
ployee for any purpose except in pay
ment· of wages .or in pursuance of a con
tract relationship entered into between 
the employer and the employee. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? • 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
M:r. TAFT. I think the Senator is 

mistaken. He stated that the amend
ment would prohibit payments to em
ployees. There is no prohibition of pay
ments to employees-only to unions in
dependently of the employees whom they 
happen to represent. It does not pro
hibit payments to employees. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The amendment 
spe~ks for itself. It provides that-
. (a) It shall be unlawful for any employer 
to pay or deliver, or to agree to pay or de
liver, any money or other thing of value to 
any representative of any of his employees 
who are engaged in commerce or in the pro
duction of goods for commerce. 

It shan· be unlawful for any representa
tive of any employees who are engaged in 
commE.rce or in the production of goods for 
commerce to receive cr accept--

And so forth. The difference is that 
the Byrd amendment makes it unlawful 
for the employer to pay to any repre
sentative-if the Senator must have it 
that way-which is another way of pay
ing it to the employee. · · 

Mr. TAFT. The · Senator misses the 
entire point of the amer~dment. 

Mr. BAP..KLEY. No; I do not miss it. 
If the Senator will give me time I shall 
try to develop my idea of the difference 
between the two amendments. 
. The main point i13 that the Byrd 
amendment· prohibits a certain thing, 
and the Green-Pepper amendmentmakes 
it lawful; that is , it provides that it shall 
not be unlawful. The amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia· has beer modified several times. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
, Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. TOBEY. Has the Senator been 
reading seed catal9gs lately? He speaks 
about "GREEN-PEPPER." [Laughter.] 
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Mr. BARKLEY. I i.1ave not. I have 
been so busy lately that I have not been 
able to do any garden planning, and 
therefore I have not been able to read 
seed catalogs. l;,have not been interested 
physically or horticulturally in the ques
tion of either green peppers or red 
peppers. 

Mr. TOBEY. :;I'he ·senator has some 
hot stuff now. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. I rejoice in hot stuff. 
I have no objection to hot stuff. I rather 
like it. But let me get back to the sub
ject. I do not wish to be diverted so that 
I shall be speaking for a longer time than 
I intencied. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the · 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. Should not the Senator 

say to the Senator from New. -Hamp
. shire,. "Tobey sure"? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not interested 
· in whether it is "Red Pepper" or "Tcbey

asco," both of which I enjoy. [Laugh-
ter.J ' 

As I was about to say, the amendment 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia has been modified several 
times, so it is not the original amend
ment. Almost every suggestion that has 
been made by way of modification has 
been accepted, showing, in my judgment, 
-that the amendment had not been well 
thought out when it was originally of
fered. I myself think it was a rather 
crude proposal seeking to make unlawful 
the creation of a fund about which there 
ha'S been controversy in the field of 
mining coaL · 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. ·President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no doubt that 
if it had not been for the controversy 
which has arisen over the coal strike and . 
the diffic-ulty between the coal miners, 
through their representatives, and the 
coal operators, on the subject of a wel
fare fund, this amendment would not 
have been proposed. 

I now yield to the Senator from Vir
ginia. 

Mr. BYRD. There is nothing in the 
amendment which would make it unlaw
ful to have a· welfare fund: All the 
amendment does is to say that the money 
shall not be paid to the union or to the 
representative of the union. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand. I 
think it was in good faith intended to 
prohibit the creation of a welfare fund to 
be turned over to the union or a repre
sentative of the union. I think there 
can be no controver:ry about that. 

I believe in these welfare funds; and 
I am not willing to vote for any amend
ment or any law which prohibits them. 

Mr. BYRD. I hope the Senator will 
not insist that this amendment p;rohibits 
a welfare fund. No version of the 
amendment to which the Senator refers 
would in any way prohibit a welfare 
fund. That statement has been made 
repeatedly on the floor of the Senate, 
but it is entirely incorrect. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The controversy 
about which this coal strike has revolved, 
in one sense, has been the creation of a 
welfare fund insisted upon by the miners. 
The bone of contention has been whether, 
if such a fund ·should be created, it 

should be administered by one man, the 
head of the United Mine Workers, or ad- · 
ministered in some other way by some 
other agency. 

But I come back to the original propo
sition, that if it had not been for the 
difficulty arising out of the insistence 
that such a welfare fund be created, this 
amendment would not be before the Sen
ate at this time. Whatever may have 
been its wording, it was intended to cir
cumvent or prevent what was attempted 
to be done in the negotiations revolving 
around the coal situation. As I have 
stated, the amendment has been modi
fied from time to time. which indicates . 
that it certainly was not perfect when 
originally offered. · 

I believe in these welfare funds. It 
may be that it would be the wise thing 
for the Congress to include in the social
security pr0gram comprehensive provi
sions for all welfare funds and for their 
administration. I am not so certain 
that that would not be the wise way in 
which to deal with the subject. But it 
has not been done. When it will be done 
I do not know. I think ultimately it 
will be done. We have had many pro
posals, including a recommendation on 
the part of the President, to expand the 
basis of the social-security coverage so as 
to provide health and welfare funds and 
various other forms of relief for em
ployees who are subject to the hazards of 
employment. But Congress has not 
acted upon them. Amid the multiplicity 
of our duties in the war it has not been 
convenient to deal with the subject either 
in committee or on the floor of the 
Senate, so that hearings have not even 
been held upon the recommendations of 
the President with reference to the 
broadening of the basis of social security. 

·I myself would like to see broad, compre
hensive legislation dealing with welfare 
funds and health funds, employee insur
ance, and all the other things which 
ought to be covered in a comprehensive 
social-security prograrr.. I believe that 
would be the wise thing to do. so that all 
of them would come under the general 
coverage of an enactment of the Congress 
of the United States. But that has not 
been done, and I would not predict when 
it might be done. 

In the absence of that, various funds 
have been set up in various industries . . 
The teamsters' union, which is affiliated 
with the American F'ederation of Labor, 
has for long years had such a fund. The 
clothing workers and the garment mak
ers and various others have such · funds. 
I think the Senator from Oregon put 
into the RECORD today the names of some 
30 labor organizations as to which such a 
fund has been created. . But, strange to 
say, it has not been established in con-

_nection with the most hazardous em
ployment in American industrial life-in 
the coal-mining industry 

I think there would be legitimate ob
jection to having such a fund adminis
tered by a single human being, no matter 
how wise and how devoted he might be to 
the welfare of those whom he repre
sented. But I certainly would not vote 
for any proposal to pre7ent~ or which 
would be interpreted as preventing, the 
creation of such a fund. 

Mr. President, I am familiar with the 
conditions of mining. In my State there 
are approximately 125,000 coal miners. 
I have been in their homes and in their 
schoolhouses and in their little churches 
and in their villages. I know of the :fight . 
they have made over a period of years for · 
the improvement of their condit ions, and 
I know how they have fought to relieve 
themselves from the dominat ion and ab
solute control of their employers. I have 
in mind a town, in my State, of 9,000 
or 10,000 people, which was owned by a 
subsidiary of the United St ates Steel 
Corp. All the houses, all the churches, 
all the schoolhouses in that town were 
owned by that subsidiary. All the po
licemen were employed by it, all the 
school teachers were employed by it. 
Every auditorium in that town was con
trolled by it. In the first political race 
I ever made in my State, I went to that 
town to make a speech. I found that 
I could not get inside a hall or an audi
torium or a house to make a speech, be
cause all of them were controlled. I had 
to get a drygoods box and stand on it at 
a street corner and start speaking there, 
to get people to listen to me, because 
the town and everything in it had to be 
rented from the em,ployer, the subsidiary 
of that large corporation, and the police
men and the school teachers and every
one else connected with the town were 
employed by it. It took a long time for 
the town to get out from under that sort 
of bondage, but finally it did. · 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. TOBEY. Let me say that I sat in -

the Committee on Interstate Commerce, 
under the chairmanship of the distin
guished · Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] a few years ago when the mat
ter of wages and hours and conditions of 
work of the coal miners came before us. 
There were present at that time the 
mine operators and the labor leaders. 

· The Senator will recall that there was 
brought out there. under our joint ques
tioning, the fact that the - men who 
worked in the mines, who dug .the coal 
in the mines, had, themselves, to pay for 
the copper plates which they put on the 
toes of their shoes to keep the lumps 
of coal from crushing their toes and their 
feet; in that way they had to spend 
their own money to save the company 
the cost of paying for injuries which, 
otherwise, probably would have befallen 
the miners in the course of their em
ployment. As I recall, the miners also 

- had to buy the lamps which they 
fastened to the caps they wore and they 
had to buy their caps and they had to 
pay for sharpening their tools , and they 
had to buy at the company-owned stores 
all the goods they purchased. They 
could not do as the Senator from Ken
tucky or I can do: buy wherever we 
please. They were under duress in 
many, many ways. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, there 
is no doubt about that, and I am familiar 
with it. As I have said, that struggle 
has taken a long time for the men who 
go down deep into the bowels of the 
earth-where none of us would go, ex
cept on a tour to see what goes on-to 
dig out coal so th~t we may be afforded 
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heat and comfort and light. It has been 
a long struggle. In some sections of the 
United States it has not been so very 
long that the men who went down into 
the bowels of the earth to dig coal were 
not even allowed to join an organization 
for their own protection and the ad
vancement of their own welfare. It has 
been a long and a hard struggle, and they 
have had a just and legitimate grievance, 
and I think they now have a just .claim 
for favorable consideration with respect 
to wages and with respect to protection. 
For that reason, I shall not vote for 
anything that sounds like a prohibition 
of the creation of a welfare fund. 

Therefore, regardless of the intention 
of the Senator from Virginia, for whom 
I have, as he knows, the utmost respect, 
and as to whose sincerity I make no 
question, notwithstanding his assertions 
with respect to his arpendment as it is 
now modified, I know that the amend
ment which he offered was inspired by 
the controversy growing out of this coal 
situaticm and revolving around the crea
tion of a health and welfare fund. 

So I am going to vote for the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Rhode 
Island and the Sena~or from Florida. It 
does not make it unlawful to create such 
a fund. It provides that it 111ay be set 
up either separately or jointly by the 
employees or by the employers; and that 
if it is jointly set up they may agree upon 
who shall administer the fund. I think 
that is proper. I think when it is jointly 
set up, it should be handled by agree
ment. That is the procedure in respect 
to all Jther unioris in conection with 
which such funds are set up by joint 
agreement. If it is set up jointly it 
should be administered jointly, by agree
ment. 
· I dare say that the amendment of the 
Senator frorri Rhode Island and the 
Senator from Fwrida does not contem
plate joint administration, when the 
fund is created by one side, either the 
employer or the employees, separately. 
But when it is set up jointly and when 
they cannot agree upon who shall ad
minister it, then 'either side may certify . 
that disagreement to the Federal Se
curity Administrator, and then the Fed
eral S;curity Administrator is compelled 
to notify both parties that he will ad
minister the fund. It seems to me that 
provision really accomplishes what many 
of us here have said we favor-that we 
favor the creation of such a fund , but we 
object to its administration by any single 
person, unless he might be an officer of 
the United States or some other public 
officer or board. 

So it seems to me that those who have 
said they favor such a fund and that it . 
should be administered uy s·ome public 
authority cannot consistently vote 
against this proposal which does precise
ly that thing. For that reason, I expect 
to vote for the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr. l.\LORI::E. Mr. President, I wish to 

take a minute or two-
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a point of 

order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Oregon 
has already spoken twice on the sub
ject today. 

Mr. MORSE. I submit the point of 
order. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the Senator from 
Oregon has made only one speech on the 
subject; and, under· the rule, he is en
titled to make one more speech. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
take a minute or two to clarify the REc~ 
ORD with regard to a matter which I think 
as the RECORD now stands is grossly un
fair to the junior Senator from Oregon. 
I wish to say that earlier in the evening, 
when many of the Senators now present 
were not in the Chamber, the Senator 
from Florida was on the floor and a dis
cussion took place between the Senator 
from Florida and the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT] and the Senator from Massa
chusetts I Mr. SALTON STALL l in regard to 
interpretations . of the Byrd amendment. 
The interpretations which were made, I 
felt, were in error; at- least , they did not 
represent my point of view as to the 
meaning of the Byrd amendment. I 
asked the Senator from Florida to yield. 
He did yield.·- I made comments, I am 
sure the RECORD will show , not in excess 
of 3 minutes in length. 

The Senator from Kansas LMr. REED] 
raised a point of order, and a correct 
point of order, insofar as the rules of the 
Senate are concerned, if technically ap
plied. In raising the point of order he 
said the following: 

The point of order is that the S:mator 
from florida has been farming out l,lis time 
to S~nators to m ake Epeeches, in ViOlation 
of the rules of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I do not know what 
meaning the Senator from Kansas in
tended to leave insofar as the Senator 
from Oregon is concerned. But I simply 
wish to say for the RECORD that at no 
time has the Senator from Florida en
tered into an.y arrangement with the 
Senator from Oregon or has the Senator 
from Oregon entered into any arrange
ment with the Senator from Florida for 
farming out any time for the Senator 
from Oregon to make any speech on the 
ftoor of the Senate. 

Following that, the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. TuNNELL] carried on a brief 
discussion with the Senator from Flor
ida, to which discussion the Senator from 
Kansas again objected. The RECORD 
shows that the Sen a tor from Kansas 
said, · in speaking to the Senator from 
Floiida: 

I will ask the Senator a question, to keep 
within the ruling. Does not the Senator 
believe that the Senator from Oregon, who 
occupied 3 hours on this floor today on this 
question, had ample opportunity to discuss 
the question without making another speech 
in the Senator's time? -

The Senator from Florida lMr. PEP
PER] replied, to the effect that in his 
opinion I had not made a speech in his 
time, and he raised a point for clarifica-
tion. . 
. Then the Senator from K~nsas ~Mr. 

REED] said: 
I have never raised that point of order 

before in the Senate, but I think this fill-

buster has gone far enough. I agree with the 
Senator from Maryland that it is time to cut 
off unnecessary debate. 

I do not know, and I am not particu
larly interested in whether or not the 
Senator from Kansas wished to charge 
the Senator from Oregon with engaging 
in a filibuster. However, I do want to 
say for the RECORD, Mr. President, that 
at the time the SenatGr from Kansas 
made his remark the Senator from Ore
gon had his signature already affixed to 
a petition to limit deLate by way of the 
cloture rule which, in the view of the 
Senator from Oregon, is the best way to 
limit debate on the ftoor of the Senate. 
Any time that two-thirds of the mem
bership of the Senate, on a record vote, 
wish to limit debate I certainly will do all 
that I can do in order to afford an oppor
tunity to the Senate to limit debate. 

But I assert here and now, and cate
gorically, that no Member of the Sen
ate of the United States is more opposed · 
to · the filibuster than is the Senator 
from Oregon. He has never participated 
in one, he will never participate in one, 
and he has not participated in one today 
in comiection with the pending measure. 

I do believe that I talk too long. I am 
sorry that I do so. However, I may say 
further that every word which I spoke 
during the 3 hours I occupied the ftoor 
was on the merits of the issue. I am still 
waiting for the proponents of the pend
ing antilabor legislation to answer some 
of the arguments I placedrin the RECORD 
during those 3 hours. 

Mr. President, I speak out of no ani
mosity toward the Senator from Kan
sas. But I think it is unfortunate that 
he made statements which would give 
an im'pression to the public that the Sen
ator from Oregon was engaging in a fili
buster. I wish to say that such im
pression would be false as to the position 
of the Senator from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment ·offered by the Senator from 
Rhode Island for himself and the Sena
tor from Florida !Mr. PEPPER], as modi
fied, in the nature of a substitute for the 
modified amendment of the Senator 
from Virginia LMr. BYRD l. 

The amendment will be stated. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In lieu of the 

language proposed to be inserted by Mr. 
BYRD as modified, it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

SEc. 8. It shall not be dP med to be un
lawful under. any law of the Uniteci States 
for an employer or a group of employees en
gaged in an industry affecting commerce, 
separately or jointly to establish and main
tain a fund for the provision of hospital, 
medical, and 11.ome nursing care and services, 
vocational ·:ehabilitation , and ot11.:lr benefits 
to promote the welfare of such employees. 
In the event that the employer and employ.: 
ees cannot agree through the process of col
lective bargainir.g on who shall administer 
such a fund ar.d either party shall certify 
such fact to ~he Federal Security Adminis
trator then the Federal Security Administra
tor sh:-.11 notify both parties to the controver
sy that he will administer such fund under 
such regulations as he- may prescribe: Pro
vided, That, wherever such fund is admin
istered exc~usively by such employer or by 
such employees, it shall be administered in 
accordance with such regulations as may be 
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prescribed by the Federal Security Adminis
trator-to assure the ·equitable edministration 
of the fund for the purposes for which it 
was established, irccluding an audit of the 
administration of such fund under tl:e juris
diction of the Federal Security Administra
tor. Whoever violates such regulations shall 
be punishable by a fine of $10,000 or impris
onment for 6 months or both. 

Mr. WHERRY and other Senators 
asked for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGEs]. Not know
ing how tie would vote, I transfer that 
pair to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
BRIGGS]. I am therefore at liberty to 
vote. I vote "yea." 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have a general 
pair with the Senate frorr. Nebraska [Mr. 
BuTLERl. Not knowing how he would 
vote, I transfer that pair to the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR]. I am 
therefore at liberty to vote. I vote 
"nay." 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS], 
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr . . 
BILBO], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
CARVILLE], and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. GossETT] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator' from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK] is absent by leave of the Sen
ate because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN
DREWS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
BRIGGS] , the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ], and the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] are detained 
on public business. 

The Senator from Colorad.o [Mr. 
JoHNSONl, the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCARRAN], and the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. THOMAS] are necessarily 
absent. 

I announce further that on this ques
tion the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KTLGORE] is paired with the Senator from 
South Carolina-[Mr. MAYBANKJ. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from West 
Virginia would vote "yea," and the Sen
ator from South Carolina would vote 
"nay." 

I also announce that if present and 
voting the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
JOHNSON] WOUld VOte "nay." 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], who is 
necessarily absent, has a general pair 
with the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOM
AS]. That pair and its transfer has been 
heretofore announced. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BuT
LER], who is absent by leave of the Sen
ate, has a general pair with the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD]. That 
pair and its transfer has been hereto
fore announced. 

The Senator from IndianF, [Mr. WIL
LIS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusHFIELD], who would vote "nay," is 
unavoidably detained. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
BROOKS] is absent by leave of the Sen
ate. 

The result was . ap.nounced-yeas 32, 
nays 45, as follows: 

Aiken 
Barkley 
Downey 
Green 
Guffey 
Hayden 
Hill 
Huffman 
La Follette 
Langer 
McFarland 

Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Brewster 
Buck 
Byrd . 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 

YEAS-32 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Mead 
Mitchell 
Morse 
Murdock 
Murray 
Myers 
O'Mahoney 
Pepper 
Reverccmb 

NAYS-45 

Shipstead 
Taylor 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 
Wilson 
Young 

George Overton 
Gerry Radcliffe 
Gurney Reed 
Hart Robertson 
Hatch Russell 
Hawkes Saltonstall 
Hickenlooper Smith 
Hoey Stanfill 
Johnston, S. C. Stewart 
Knowland Taft 
Lucas Tydings 
McClellan Vandenberg 
Millikin Wherry 
Moore White 
O'Daniel Wiley 

NOT VOTING-19 
Andrews Butler McCarran 

McKellar Bailey Carville 
· Bilbo Chavez 

Bridges Glass 
Briggs · Gossett 
Brooks Johnson, Colo. 
Bushfield Kilgore 

May bank 
Thomas, Okla. 
Willis 

So the amendment offered ·by Mr. 
GREEN for himself and Mr. PEPPER, as 
modified, in the nature of a substitute 
for the modified amendment of Mr. BYRD, 
was rejected. 1 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], as modified. 

Mr. TAFT and other Senators asked 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. PEPPER. There is another 

amendment by the Senator from Rhode 
Island and myself. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
one on the desk, but it has not yet been 
offered. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It could not be offered 
until the other one has been voted upon. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I offer 
the second amendment in behalf of my
self and the Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. · 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In lieu Of the 
language proposed to be inserted by the 
amendment of Mr. BYRD, as modified, 
it is proposed to insert the following: 

SEC. 8. It shall not be deemed to be unlaw
ful under any law ·of the United States fo.r an 
employer or a group of employees engaged in 
an industry affecting commerce, separately 
or jointly to establish and maintain a fund 
for the provision of hospital, medical,' and 
home nursing care and services, vocational 
rehabilitation, and other benefits to promote 
the welfare of such employees: Provided, 
That, wherever such fund is administered 
exclusively by such employer or by such em
ployees, it shall be &.dministered in accord-

ance with such regulations as may be 
prescribed by the Federal Security Adminis
trator to assure the equitable administration 
of the fund for the purposes for which it was 
established and to provide for a public audit 
of such fund. Whoever violates such regu
lations shall be punishable by a fine of 
$10,000 or imprisonment for six months or 
both. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, the amend
ment now offered is so very similar to 
the Pepper and Green amendment which 
has been voted on that it seems to me it is 
simply delaying tactics. I move that 
the amendment be laid on the table. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, every 
Senator iQ. this Chamber has a right-

Mr. TAFT. A point of order. The 
motion is not debatable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion is not debatable. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that, 
but I think Senators should be allowed 
to offer amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Minnesota to lay on the table the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] for himself 
and the Senator from Florida in the na
ture of a substitute for the so-called Byrd 
amendment, as modified. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am 
going to take just a moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator cannot take a moment. The 
motion is not debatable. The question is 
on the motion to lay the amendment on 
the table. 

Mr. LANGER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

The name of Mr. AIKEN was called, 
and he voted in the negative. 

Mr. PEPPER. A parliamentary in
quiry. The roll has not yet be~n called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered." 

Mr. PEPPER. That is true, but no 
Senator has responded. 

Mr. TOBEY. It has been responded to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 

Senator has voted, and debate- is not in 
order. The clerk will proceed with the 
roll call. 

The legislative clerk resumed and con
cluded the calling of the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I liave a gen
eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. Not know
ing how he would vote I transfer that 
pair to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
BRIGGS]. I am therefore at liberty to 
vote. I vote "nay." 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have a general 
pair with the Senator fro.m Nebraska 
[Mr. BUTLJ:RL Not ' knowing how he 
would vote, I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKEL
LAR]. I am therefore at liberty to vote. 
I vote "yea., 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLAss], 
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
BILBO], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
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CARVILLE], and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. GosSETT] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. · 

The Senator trom South Carolina [Mr. 
M AYBANK] is absent by leave of the Sen
ate because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN
DREWSl is necessarily absent. 

The S enator from Missouri [Mr. 
BRIGGSl, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEz], and the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] are detained on 
public business. . 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr JoHN
SON], the S2nator- from Nevada lMr. 
McCARRAN J, and the Senator from Okla
homa lMr. THOMAS] are necessaril_y ab
sent. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from New 
Hampshire lMr. BRIDGEsl, who is neces
sarily absent, has a general pair with the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS1. That 
pair and its transfer has been heretofore 
announced. 

The Senator from Nebraska rMr. BuT
LER] , who is absent by leave of the Sen
ate, has a general pair with the Sena
tor from Alabama lMr. BANKHEAD]. That 
pair and its transfer has been heretofore 
announced. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. WIL
Lisl is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
.BusHFIELD 1, who would vote "nay," is.un- ; 
avo:dably detained. 

The - Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
BROOKS] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The result was announced-yeas 4.3, 
nays 34, as follows: 

Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Brewster 
Buck 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cordon 
Donnell 

. East ' and 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
George 

Aiken 
Bg.rkley 
Downey 
Fulbright 
Green 
Guffey 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Hilt 
Huffman 
La Follette 
Langer 

YEAS-43 
Gerry 
Gurney 
Hart 
Hawkes 
Hi-ekenlooper . 
Hoey 
Johnston , S. c . 
Knowland 
McClellan 
Millikin 
Moore 
O'Daniel 

. Overton 
Radcliffe 
Reed 

NAY8-34 
·Lucas 
McFarl-and 
McMahon . 
Magnuson 
Mead 
Mitchell 
Morse 
Murdock 
,Murray 
Myers 
O'Mahoney 
Pepper 

Revercomb 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Stanfill 
Taft 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Wilson 
Young 

Russell 
Shipstead 
S~ewart 
Taylor 
'.rhomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 

· Wagner 
Walsh 
Wheeler 

NOT VOTING-19 
Andrews Butler 
Bailey Carville 
Bilbo Chavez 
Bridges Glass 
Briggs Gossett 
Brooks Johnson, Colo. 
Bushfield Kilgore 

McCarran 
McKellar -
May bank 
Thomas, Okla. 
Willis 

So. Mr. BALL's motion to lay on the 
table the amendment of Mr. GREEN and 
Mr. PEPPER was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. BYRn1 as modified. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, may we 
discover what is the pleasur e of the-leader 
ac:; to the continuation of the session? -

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. BARKLEY., The Senator from_ 
Florida did not ask the pleasure of e~ery
one here; he asked the pleasure only of 
the, leader. [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, if 'there is no further 
amendment to be offered to the Byrd 
amendment, so far as I am concerned, we 
might as well have a vote on it. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I should 
like to address myself to the bill in gen- · 
eral. I may say that I have tried to curb 
my desire to speak at this late hour, but 
I feel somewhat like a ·fire horse which 
hears the ancient bell after having been 
retired from service for some years. 

As the Members of the Senate no doubt 
know, I have spent most of my life in the 
show business, and we generally started 
to work about 8 o'clock in the evening, 
and then we used to quit about 11 when 
the show was over. 

Along cam~ the depression, the movies 
started double features, and we had to 
compete with them, so we ·started put
ting on dances to compete with the dou-_ 
ble feature movies. The dance did not 
start until about 11, and by 2 o'clock 
we were going strong, we had gotten up 
steam by that time, and we went on until 
about 4 o'clock, and gradually tapered 
off until 5 or 6. It has been so long since 
I nave had an opportunity to be in 
harness that I feel, inasmuch as .we are 
set on a night session, _ it is only rigbt 
that I should take over and ·again smell 
the powder of battle in the dark hours 
of the night. 

To begin with, Mr. President, I should 
like to bring out how a retired miner· 
feels about this whole controversy which: 
is raging at the present moment around 
the miners and their so-called strike, 
which, of course; we know is not a strike. 
I should like to read a letter from a man 
who used to be a miner, but who ·had 
better sense than to continue, · and 
retired. I believe this letter was written 
to the Evening- Star. It is under the 
headline, Advice to Miners, is addressed 
to the edit~r. and reads: 

Having mined coal in three countr~es and 
being a descendant of several generations of 
miners, I would like to say a few words to the 
miners: 

You miners and :the general public know 
now that you are an important cog in the 
wheel of industry, but you-the rpiners-are 
still, socially, the scum of the industry. 

This is an ex-miner talking to those 
still engaged in mining. He continues: 

When my pal was kiUed by my side in the 
mines several years ago, I quit the mines 
forever and made my home in the city. Now 
I enjoy hot and cold running water, bath and 
toilet in the home and an enclosed sewage 
system throughout the city. I can also live 
in a home and purchase in a store not owned 
by my employer. . 

All the jobs I have had in the · city are all 
physically a picnic compared to yours. 

After reading the press and listening to the 
radio commentators the past few days, it 
arpears that you fellows have chosen a 
scoundrel to lead and fight for your rights. 
He seems to be very strong and intelligent, 
but very selfish. 

I presume he is speaking about Mr, 
John L. Lewis. 

But I notice those whom he is fighting are 
also very strong, intelligent, and selfish. 

I notice others have the right to strike 
and their grievances adjusted, yet you are 

not supposed to strike and without an alter
native available. I cannot recall one In- · 
stance in the history of coal mining where 
the coal operators ever voluntarily raised 
wages. 

As a~ ex-miner I must object to your 
choice of a national leader and the reason is: 
He votes and supports (except in one par
ticular case) the Republican Party which 
consistently promotes all antilabor legisla
tion and votes against all prolabor measures. 

I think that is being amply demon
strated in respect to the present bill, Mr. 
President. 

Well , fellows , according to all indications, 
your dreary existence is ·going to be per
petuated. 

My sincere and earnest advice to you is 
throw away the shackles of tradition and 
come to the city for a job and live like an 
American and enj9y the American standard 
of living. 

JAMES FERGUSON. 
CHICAGO, 

That letter, I remember now, was taken 
from the Chicago Sun. 

Mr. President, since coming to the 
Senate I have often heard some of the 
old timers here lament the fact th~t the 
Senate does not have the caliber of men 
in it nowadays that it used to have. I 
am not prepared to pass judgment on 
the matter, being a new Member, not 
knowing what caliber of membership the 
Senate once ·might have had, but the 
·statement is often made ty the old timers 
that . the Senate has deteriorated badly 
of recent years in the quality of repre
sentation the people have sent here to 
Washington. 

Mr. President, I do not know but that 
I am beginning to agree with the old 
timers when I · see the Senate enacting 
legislation which is bound to be declared 
unconstitutional. I refer in this particu
lar ihst.anc'e to the Lea biil which the 
Senate recently passed. At ·the time it 
was under consideration I spoke for some 
4 hours against the Lea bill, but it was 
passed anyway. Only three of us voted 
against it. But only today an article was 
brought to my · attention from the trade 
p~per "Tide." That is the name · of the 
magazine. "Tide" is a publkation de
voted to t_he interests of the advertising 
agencies that handle the radio programs, 
that is bill the programs, engage the 
artists, and do the work for the big 
advertisers. The magazine Tide con
tains an article saying that the Lea bill 
was a sad mistake. Already the very 
ones whom the Lea bill was supposed to 
benefit are saying that Senators made 
fools of themselves by passing the Lea 
bill. Let me read one brief excerpt: 

Attorneys say that the act cannot hurt 
anybody directly, but that indirectly it is 
succeeding already in making the Congress 
which paEsed it and the radio industry which 
acclaimed it look thoroughly ridiculous, and 
the same attorneys believe that the industry 
would not have a snowball's chance in hell 
if it tried to have the act enforced. 

Now that is the opinion, ~ot of labor 
attorneys, but of the attorneys for the 
large advertising companies that handle 
the radio accounts. · 

The article goes on to point out that 
the Lea bill, which was passed bY an 
overwhelming . vote, only three of us d is
senting, has the advertising fraternity 
greatly worried. And incidentally, Mr. 
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President, I think that may well turn 
out to be one vote of which I shall have 
more reason to be proud than any vote 
I will have an opportunity to cast in the 
Senate, because not being an attorney, 
and yet having enough horse sense to 
see that that bill was unconstitutional, 
it is going to make me feel pretty good 
when it eventually is declared to be 
unconstitutional. 

The article goes on to point out that 
inasmuch as the measure made it un
lawful for the musicians or anybody else 
to collect more than once for a recording, 
that the artists, whether actors, singers, 
or musicians, will collect ·sufficient fees 
in the first place to cover all contingen
cies, for any number of times it might 
be desired to rebroadcast the record. So 
it has the advertising fraternity greatly 
worried. It is going to cost them more 
money than it would have cost if they 
had let the artists and the companies 
bargain collectively as they have in the 
past. 

There is another thing, which the ar
ticle points out concerning the Lea bill 
which we passed. I am citing these argu
ments, Mr. President, before some Sen
ator jumps up and says that my argu
ment is irrelevant to the business in hand. 
I am simply trying to perSuade Senators 
not again-at least so quickly-to make 
a jackass of themselves as they did in 
passing the Lea bill, which the parties 
concerned, who are not labor people, are 
already saying was a sad mistake. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
a point of order. 

The PRESIDING · OFFICER (Mr. 
HoEY in the chair) . The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
has intimated that the Senate of. the 
United States has resolved itself into a 
composition of jackasses. I say the Sen
ator is not in order. I ask that he be 
required to ta~e his seat under the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Idaho will takt his seat. 

The questjon is on the so-called Byrd 
amendment, a'5 amended. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, on what 
question is the ron being called? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
Byrd amendment, as modified. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. GEORGE. What is the question? 
The. PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the Byrd amendment, as 
modified. 

The Clerk will resume calling the roll. 
The legislative clerk resumed and con

cluded the call of the roll. 
Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I have a gen

eral pair with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]. Not knowing 
how he wculd vote I transfer that pair to 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. BRIGGS]. 
I am therefore at liberty to vote. I vote 
"nay." 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have a general 
pair with the . Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. BUTLER]. I am informed that if 
~resent he would vote as I, intend to vote. 

I am therefore at liberty to vote. I vote 
"yea." 

~ Mr. HILL. · I announce that the Sena
tor from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS], 
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR] are absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
BILBO], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
CARVILLEl. and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. GossETT] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. · · 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK] is· absent by leave of the Sen
ate because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN
DREWS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
BRIGGS], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ], and the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. KILGORE] are detained on 
public business. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN
SON], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc
CARRAN], and the Senator from Okla
homa LMr. THOMAS] are necessarily ab-
sent. .. 

I announce furthel that on this ques
tion the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE] is paired with the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from West 
Virginia would vote "nay," and the Sen
ator from South Carolina would vote 
"yea." 

I also announce that if present and 
voting the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
J OHNSON] and the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCAnRAN] would vote "nay." 

I announce further that if present and 
voting the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
ANDREWS] would vote "yea." 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGEs], w~o is neces
sarily absent, has a general pair with the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS]. That 
pair and its transfer has been heretofore 
announce<i. 

Tile Senator from Illinois [Mr. BROOKS] 
and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER] are absent by leave of the Sen
ate. Both of these Senators would vote 
"yea" if present. 

The Senator from Indi.ana [Mr. WIL
LIS] is necessarily absent. If present he 
would vote "yea." 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
BusHFIELD] is unavoidably detained. If 
present he woulG. vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 47, 
nays 30, as follows: 

Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Brewster 
Buck 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 

Aiken 
Barkley 
Downey 
Green 
Guffey 
Hayden 

YEAS-47 
Gerry 
Gurney 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hickenlooper 
Hoey 
Johnston, S.C. 
Know land 
Lucas 
McClellan 
Millikin 
Moore 
o ·naniel 
Overton 
Radcliffe 

NAYS-30 
Hill 
Huffman 
La Follette 
Langer 
McFarland 
McMahon 

Reed 
Revercomb 
Robertson . 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Stanfill 
Stewart 
Taft 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Young 

Magnuson 
Mead 
Mitchell 
Morse 
Murdock 
Murray 

Myers 
O'Mahoney 
Pepper 
Shipstead 

Taylor Wagner 
Thomas, Utah Walsh 

~ Tobey Wheeler 
Tunnell Wilson 

NOT VOTING-19 
Andrews Butler 
Bailey Carville 
Bilbo · Chavez 
Bridges Glass 
Briggs Gossett 
Brooks Johnson, Colo. 
Bushfield Kilgore 

McCarran 
McKellar 
May bank 
Thomas, Okla. 
Willis 

So Mr. BYRD's amendment, as modi
fied, w,as agreed to, as follows: 

On page 28, strike out section 8 and insert 
tn lieu thereof the following: 

"SEc. 8. (a) It shall be unlawful for any 
employer to pay or deliver, or to agree to 
pay or deliver, any money or other thing of 
value to any representative of any of his 
employees who are engaged in commerce or 
in the production of goods for commerce. 

"(b) It shall be unlawful . for any repre
sentative of any employees who are engaged 
in commerce or in the production of goods 
for commerce to receive or accept, or to agree 
to receive or accept, from the employer of 
such employees any money or other thing 
of value. 

" (c) The provisions of this section shall 
not be applicable ( 1) with respect to any 
money or other thing of value payable by an 
employer to any representative who is an 
employee or former employee of such em
ployer, as compensation for, or by reason of, 
his services as an employee of such employer; 
(2) with respect to any amounts deducted 
from the compensation of any employee and 
paid to a abor organization by an employer 
in payment of dues or other membership fees 
payable by such employee to ·such labor or
ganization; or (3) with respect to money or 
other thing of value paid to a trust fund 
established by such representative, for the 
sole and exclusive benefit of the employees 
of such employer, and their families and de
pendents (or of such employees, families, 
and dependents jointly with the employees 
of other employers making similar payments, 
and their families and dependents), pro
vided (A) such payments are held in trust 
for the purpose of paying, either from prin.; 
cipal or income or both, for the benefit of 
employees, their families, and dependents, 
for medical or hospital care, pensions on re
tirement or death of employees, compensa
tion for injuries or illness resulting from oc
cupational activity, or insurance to provide 
any of the foregoing, or life insurance, dis
ability and sickness insurance, or accident 
insurance; and (B) the detailed ,basis on 
which such payments are to be made is speci
fied in a written agreement with the em
ployer, and employees and employers are 

. equally represented in the administration of 
such fund, such agreement to contain a 
provision that in the event the employer 
and employee groups deadlock on the admin
istration of such fund, the two groups shall 
agree on an impartial umpire to decide 
such dispute, or in event of their failure to 
agree witnin a reasonable length of time, an 
impartial umpire to decide such dispute 
shall, on petition of either group, be ap
pointed by the District Court of the United 
States for the district where the trust fund 
has its principal office, and shall also con
tain provisions for an annual audit of the 
trust fund, a statement of the results of 
which shall be available for inspection by 
interested persons at the principal office of 
the trust fund and at such other places as 
may be designated in such written agree
ment; and (C) such payments meet the re
quirements for deduction by the employer 
under section 23 (a) or section 23 (p) of 

• the Internal Revenue Code . 
"(d) Any person vtho willfully violates any 

of the provisions of this section shall upon 
conviction thereof be subject to a fine of 
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not more than $10,000 or to imprisonment 
for not more than 6 months, or both. 

"(e) The district courts of the United 
States and the United States courts of the 
Territories and possessions shall have juris
diction, for cause shown, and subject to the 
provisions of section 17 (relating to notice to 
opposit e party) of t he act entitled 'An act 
to supplemen t exist ing laws against unlawf.ul 
restraint s and monopolies, and for other pur
poses,' approved October 15, 1914, as amended 
(U. S . C., title 28, sec. 381) , to rest rain viola
tions of this section , n otwithstanding the 
p rovisions of sect ions 6 and 20 of such act 
of October 15, 1914 , as amended (U. S. C., 
title 15, sec . 17, and title 29 , sec. 52), and the 
provisions of t he act entitled 'An act to 
amend th e Judicial Code and to define and 
limit the jurisdiction ·of courts sitting in 
equity, ~ and for other purposes,' approved 
March 23, 1932 (U. S. C., title 29 , sees. 101-
115) 
· "(f) As used in this section-

"(1) 'Cfoods' means goods, wares, products, 
commodities, merchandise, or artkles or sub
jects of commerce of any character ' or any 
part or ingredient thereof . · 

"(2) 'Produced' means produced, manu
factured , mined, handled , or in any other 
manner worked on in any State; and for the 
purposes of this section an employee shall 
be deemed to have been engaged in the pro
durtion of goods if such employee was em
ployed in producing , manufacturing, mining, 
handling, transporting, or in any other man
ner ·vorking on such goods, or in any process 
or occupation necessary to the p roduction . 
thereof , in any State. 

"(3) 'Representative' means any labor or
ganization which, or any indi>idual who, is 
aut horized or purports to be authorized to 
deal with an employer , on behalf of two or 
more of his employees', concerning grievances, 
labor disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of 
employment. or conditions of work; and any 
other organization or fund of which a major
ify of the officers are representatives or are 
members of a labor organization or are 
elected or appointed by a representative. 

"(g) This section shall not apply to any 
contract in force on May 15, 1946, during the 
life of such contract." 

Mr. BYRD, Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. BALL,· 
Mr. TAFT, Mr. HATCH, and other Sena
tors addressed the chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. I move that the Senate 
reconsider the vote by which my amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. OVERTON, Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. GUFFEY, and other Sen
ators addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. OVERTON. I move to laythe mo
tion to .c~consider on the table. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I was try-
. ing to obtain recognition from the Chair 
simply because I do not like sharp prac
tice. I know what took place here a while 
ago. If the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
TAYLOR] wishes to debate this motion, I 
am perfectly willing to let him debate it 
all night long. I would rather not take 
a short cut. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. OVERTON. Is the motion to lay 
on the table debatable? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion is not debatable. 

Mr. OVERTON. I make the point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is well taken. 

The question is on agreeing to the mo
tion of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OVERTON] to hy on the table the motion 
of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
to reconsider the vote by which the so~ 
called Byrd amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I was on 
my feet, and I was sure I was on my feet 

· first. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will state to the Senator from New · 
Mexico that half a dozen Senators were 
on their feet, and the Chair recognized 
the Senator ·who he thought rose first. 
The Chair has no disposition to shut off 
any Senator. At least six Senators were 
on their feet seeking recognition. The 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] 
was on his feet. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. HATCH. I merely wish to say that 
I have no desire to question the integrity 
of the Presiding Officer. I am quite sure 
that he made tpe decision which he 
thought was right. But I certainly hope 
that the motion to lay on the table will' 
not be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tne 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Louisiana lMr. OVER
TON] to lay on the table the motion of 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] to 
reconsider the vote by which the so-called 
Byrd amendment was agreed to. 

The motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. BALL ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky .. 

Mr . . BARKLEY. Mr~ President, l ask 
unanimous consent that during the fur
ther consideration of this bill no Sena
tor shall speak more than once or longer 
than 1 hour on the bill or any amend
ment thereto. 

Mr. PEPPER. I object. 
Mr. HATCH. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

'tion is heard. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous con

sent that at an hour not later than 5 
p. m. tomorrow the Senate proceed to 
vote on the bill and all amendments 
without further debate. 

Mr. ?EPPER. I object. 
Mr. HATCH. I object. 
Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. BALL. Mr, President, on behalf 

of myself, the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
TAFT], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. HATCH] and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] I offer the amend
ment which I send to the desk and ask 
to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota wHl be stated. 

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, I hope 
the Presiding Officer will recognize me. 

·I have been standing on my feet for 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania will be rec
ognized. 

Mr. GUFFEY. Now or later? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. As soon 

as the amendment is stated. 
The amendment offered by the Sen

ator from Minnesota [Mr. BALL] will,.. .. be 
st.ated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 19, begin
ning with line 16, it is proposed to strike 
out all of section 3 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

SEc. 3. (a) !n order to prevent or minimize 
interruptions of the free fioy• of commerce 
growin.; out of labor disputes, employers, and 
employees and their representatives, 1n any 
industry affecting commerce, shall- .. 

(1) exert every reasonable effort to make 
and maintain agreements concerning rates of 
pay, hours, and working conditions, includ
ing provision for adequate notice of any 
proposed change in the terms of such agree
ments arid provision for the final adjustment 
of grievances or questions regarding the 
application or interpretation of such agree
ments; 

(2) whenever a dispute arises over the 
terms or appliclttion of a collective-bargain- . 
ing agreement and a collective-bargaining 
conference is requested by a party or pros
pective party thereto, arrange promptly for 
such a conference not later than 10 days after 
receipt of .. a written request therefor and 
endeavor in such conference to settle such 
dispute expeditiously; and 

(3) in case such dispute is not settled . by 
conference, cooperate full:• and promptly. in 
such procedures as may be undertaken by 
the Federal Mediation Board under this act 
for the purpose of aiding in a settlement of 
the dispute. 

(b) Whenever the Federal Mediation Board 
proffers its services for the purpose of aiding 
in a settlement of a labor dispute affecting 
commerce and until the Board certifies that 
its efforts at mediation are concluded or until 
60 days have elapsed since the · gi\·lng of 
notice asking a collective-bargaining confer
ence between the parties regarding such dis
pute . as provided in paragraph (2) of sub
section (a) of this section , whichever date 
occurs -first, it shall be the duty-

(1) of the employer or employers involved 
to refrain from any lock-out and to restore 
and maintain the rates of pay, hours, an d 
working conditions which existed i-.:lmedi
ately prior to the time the dispute n.ro~e. 
except that clranges agreed upon in writing 
with the employees or their representatives 
may be made; 

(2) of the employees and their representa
tives to refrain from any strike or concerted 
slow-down of product ion . 

(c) Any employer who fails to perform the 
duties imposed on him by subsection ·(b) of 
this section shall be deemecfto have engaged 
in an unfair labor practice within the mean
ing of section 8 of the National Lahar Re
lations Act, and the National Labor Relation s 
Board is hereby authorized to utilize such 
powers as are granted to it by such act to 
prevent and restrain such unfair labor pfac
tices. 

(d) Any employee who fails tp perform the 
dut ies imposed on him bY subsection (b) of 
this section shall lose h is status as an em-

r ployee of the employer engaged in the par
ticular labor dispute in connection with 
which such employee's failure occurred for 
the purposes of sections 8, 9, and 10 of the 
National Labor Relations Act: Provided; 
That such loss of employee status for such 
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employee shall terminate if and when he is 
reemployed by such employer. 

(e) The penalties set forth in subsections 
(c) and (d) for failure to perform the duties 
imposed by this section shall be exclusive 
and no other legal or equitable remedy for 
such failure shall be available. Nothing in 
this act shall be construed to require an 
individual employee to render labor or service 
without his consent, nor shall anything in 
this act be construed to make the quitting 
of his labor by an individual employee an 
illegal act; nor shall any court issue any 
process to compel the performance by an 
individual employee of such labor or service, 
without his consent. 

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, I won
der if the Presiding Officer has forgotten 
an incident which occurred in the Senate 
about 15 or 18 years ago, when a Senator 
from New Hampshire rose and called 
western Senators "Sons of the Wild Jack
ass." I do not recall that he was taken 
from the floor or that any rule was in
voked against him. 

That is all I wish' to say, Mr. President. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it .. 
Mr. GEORGE. I should like to ask .if 

the REcORD will show who objected to the 
two unanimous-consent requests pro
posed by the majority leader with refer
ence to the limitation of debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
RECORD will show it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the RECORD shoW 
from whom the objections came? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
RECORD will show who objected. 

The Chair will state in response to 
the statement of the Senator from Penn
sylvania that, before making the ruling 
after the point of order was made, the 
Chair consulted the Parliamentarian, 
and the Parliamentarian advised that 
what had occurred was in violation of 
the rules of the Senate. And the Chair 
so held. 

•Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, what 
objection did the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania make? · · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair said that in response to statement 
of the Senator from Pennsylvania, the 
Chair was saying why the Chair ruled, 
and the Chair stated the basis for the 
ruling. The ruling was in accordance 
with the precedents of the Senate and 
the rules of the Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, it 
should be stated that, under the rule, 
when a Senator makes remarks that are 
objected to as offensive and when such 
Senator is ordered to take his seat, it 
then is in order for any Senator to move 
that the Senator involved be permitted 
to proceed in order. Such a motion was 
not made in that case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No such 
'motion· was made. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But it was in order 
for any Senator to make such motion, 
and I have no doubt that if such a mo
tion had been made it would have been 
carried. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Such a 
motion was not made. The Chair ruled 
in accordance with the ru1e of the Senate 
and the precedents, as the Chair was ad
vised by the Parliamentarian. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, in the 
light of what t-he Senator from Georgia 
has just requested, let me say I did ob
ject -to both the requests which were 

- made by the Senator from Kentucky. I 
am perfectly willing that the RECORD 
show that I objected to each request, as 
I. shall in the future object to such re
quests. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, l had 
the definite impression that all the ob
jections came from the Democratic side. 
If my party believes- that that is a wise 
course to pursue in a time when the Na
tion faces this most serious crisis, then I 
simply think that in fairness to the 
American people the RECORD should show . 
dt, because there 2-re times when every 
man's loyalty to his country must rise 
above loyalty to party. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. HATCH. Have I been recognized? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator _from New Mexico is recognized. · 
Mr. HATCH. I do not think there has 

been any question about my loyalty to 
my party. : 

Mr. GEORGE. No; I did not question 
the Senator's loyalty. 

Mr. HATCH. I do not think there has 
been any question about my loyalty to 
my country, either. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am not questioning 
the Senator's loyalty; but I wish the 
~ECORD to show who objected to the 
unanimous-consent proposal to limit de
bate as reasonably as that proposal has 
been made; and the country--

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, have I 
the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just one 
minute. 
. Mr. GEORGE. And the country can 
make up its own judgment. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, do I have 
the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. HATCH. The Senator from New 
Mexico has rather a straight record on 
this sort of legislation, I think. I do not 
think there is any doubt in the mind of 
anyone regarding where the Senator 
from New Mexico stands or how he is 
going to vote. It did happen that I 
thought a Member of the Senate had 
been unjustly removed from the floor. I 
was not in the Chamber at the time when 
that occurred or I would have 'made a 
motion that he be permitted to continue. 

Therefore, because I thought an in
justice had been done to one of the 
Members of the Senate-and I do not 
agree with him; I shall vote against him 
on every proposition he raises, and he 
knows it-I objected, because I think that 
he had a right to stand on the floor of 
the Senate and expound any view he 
entertained, and I thought he was un
justly removed from the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICE-R. As the 
Chair stated a few moments ago-

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am not 
criticizing the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair stated that the point of order was 
made and the Chair ruled on it. 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
all that occurred. If a motion had been 
made to permit the Senator from Idaho 
to proceed, the motion would have been 
put and the Senate would have deter
mined it. 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. I am not criticiz
ing the Chair. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President-
Mr. HATCH. I yield to the Senator 

from Massachusetts. 
Mr. WALSH. I should like to have the 

floor in my own right .. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield to me? · 
Mr. HATCH. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the Sen- 

ator's feeling with respect to the rather 
precipitous proceeding regarding the 
Senator from Idaho. I myself had been 
called to the telephone, arid I was not in 
the Chamber and I did not hear the re
mark which resulted in the-raising of an 
objection on the part of the Senator from 
Iowa. I would h~e made a motion 
similar to the one to which the Senator 
has referred. However, I was not in the 
Chamber at that moment. 

But I hope the Senator from New Mex
ico will not permit-the episode to preju
dice him against unanimous-consent re
quests which may be niade hereafter in 
an effort to bring about limitation of de
bate. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if my 
loyalty to my country is being_ called into 
question, I certainly will--

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do 
not knvw whether that is being done. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, let me 
_ say that I was not in the Chamber when 
the epi-sode to which reference has been 
made occurred. 

Mr. HATCH. I was not, either. 
Mr. GEORGE. And I did not know 

that anything of the sort had occurred. 
But I had reference to those who ob
jected to unanimous-consent requests or 
proposals. 

Frankly, I. did not hear the Senator 
from New Mexico interpose an objection. 
Although some incident may have oc
curred, I can assure him that I knew 
nothing of that, and I can understand 
that if he felt that some Senator had 
been particularly aggrieved, he might 
properly have interposed an objection. 

Mr. HATCH. That was all. 
Mr. GEORGE. Yes. . 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. HATCH. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I may also say that 

the Senator from New Mexico was not 
alone in objecting to my unanimous
consent requests, because I heard at least 
six objections, some of which I recog
nized; and if the RECORD is going to show 
who objected, I hope it shows the names 
of all the Senators who objected. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to 
know just what the Senator from Idaho 

· did say. I am very cui"ious to know why 
he was taken off the floor. I wonder 
whether the Chair will · inform me what 
he said. 
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I refuse 

to yield for that purpose. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Mexico declines to 
yield. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the only 
point I have in mind is that I think the 
Senate of the United States should be 
willing to hear any Senator, so long as 
he speaks within reasonable bounds and 
reasonable limitations. I myself have 
signed the cloture petition. 

Mr. President, let me inquire what 
the pending question is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. BALL] for himself and other Sen
ators, which was j·ust read. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, may it be 
reported? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has 
been reported and read. 

Mr. HATCH. May it be reported 
again? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read. 

The Chief Clerk again read the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. BALL] for himself and other 
Senators . 
. Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, at this 

late hour after midnight, I hesitate to 
take the time of the Senate to make 
some observations that the unusual pro
ceedings, the exciting- and tense debate 
on this issue, have prompted. I had not 
intended to address the Senate at this 
time, but I cannot longer remain voice
less when the deep-seated convictions I 
en_tertain over what is transpiring here 
seek expression. 

Mr. President, the Senate has in recent 
days been passing through a most . un
usual experience. I have been here a 
long time. and I have never seen the pro
ceedings in the Senate assume the ex
traordinary character they have during 
this debate and especially tonight. We 
have seen an antilabor coalition ride 
roughshod over a minority to the extent 
that even a motion to lay on the table has 
been made against amendments in the 
interests of, and proposed by friends of, 
the workers, without permitting even de
bate or a vote on their merits. It is clear 
that there is a solid bloc of Senators, in
cluding members of both parties, deter
mined to vote for almost any amendment 
restrictive of the rights of the workers. 
Of course, they urge that their purpose 
is to correct the excesses of labor unions, 
but that does not change the fact that 
their opposition is against every man and 
woman who belongs to labor organiza
tions or who may choos9 to join them in 
·the future. The atmosphere of the Sen
ate appears to be charged with a deter-
mination to pass legislamon impetuously 
and primarily for pun'itive ends. Calm 
and wise judgment has disappeared. As 
the roll is called the question seems to be 
not so much on the merits of individual 
amendments but on a determined inten
tion to classify Senators into two cate
gories; one, the representatives of the 
employers, and the other, the repre
sentatives of the workers. By innuendo, 

if you happen to be a Senator champion
ing the cause of the workers, '¥OU are a 
strike sympathizer and should receive the 
condemnation and contempt that some 
people hold at the present time toward· 
John L. Lewis. 

Instead of the ordinary procedure of 
discussing and analyzing the problems 
that affect labor and industry, of trying 
to prevent or · remove the abuses that 
exist in both groups, the issue here is to 
seize the present opportunity to curb and 
restrict tbe rights now enjoyed by the 
workers. Senators who heretofore have 
boast~d of their loyalty to the working 
class are gleefully rushing to vote for 
amendments that ever~ man and woman 
in every labor · organization in the coun-, 
try considers hostile and detrimental to 
the rights of the working class. Sen
ators who were elected as friends of labor 
have succumbed to the hysterical emo
tions of the hour, and have joined the 
procession supporting the antilabor 
amendments. For the first time I have 
witnessed an attitude of indifference, if 
not real hostility, toward any expres
sions of sympathy with, or sUpport of, 
the causes that Senators heretofore have 
been proud to-advocate. There is a sub
tle attempt here to imply that those who 
speak against these repressive measures 
are either disloyal or wild--eyed labor 
agitators. 

It is to be noted that every amend
ment to place management and trade 
associations in the same status as labor 
organizations, in regard to management 
of their group funds or reports of their 
joint membership, bas been rejected. - It 
appears to be a determination to punish 
labor, and labor only. 

In contrast with the situation in this 
Chamber in regard to the legislation at 
hand, I recall the long struggle of the 
workers for social justice, for the oppor- · 
tunity of obtaining a decent livelihood, 
for a fair and just share of the earnings 
resulting from their toil. 

I recall that in my own State 
it toek 60 years of agitation to en
act reasonable child-labor legislation. 
I can remember as a youth scenes in 
my own community where I saw young 
girls, 13 and 14 years of age, going out 
in the darkness of the early morning to 
work in the cotton mills for 10 and 12 

.. - hours, returning in the darkness of 
the evening. I have heard from their 
lips stories of how they ran every inch 
of the way from their homes to the mill 
gates because they were frightened. 
Who brought about the changes that 
have resulted in today's improved work
ing conditions? Who has accomplished 
the shortening of work hours and the 
improvement of working conditions? It 
was done through the organization of the 
workers, through unions, and other as
sociations that they set up for using their 
collective power to influence employers 
who were often of the absentee landlord 
class. 

. I recall, in the eighties, the enthusiasm 
with which the workers received the es
tablishment of the organization known 
as the Knights of Labor, and their 

· espousal, under difficulties and persecu
tions, of the cause for shorter work
ing hours, better wages, and better liv.,. 
ing conditions. Much progress has been 

made, but-the credit is due in large meas
ure, if not in full measure, to the unions 
and labor organizations that the wJrkers 
themselves set up. 

I recall witnessing-! can picture 
some of them now-many of them I 
knew by name-women 75 and 80 years 
of age-trudging the streets in summer 
and winter, year in and year out, from 
the mi1ls to their homes with bent backs 
and gnarled fingers due to ceaseless toil 
over the spindles, looms, and machines in 
the factories and workshops of New Eng
land. Who lifted their vpices and used 
their. efforts to help bring about better 
living conditions, shorter hours of work, 
and the securing of safety appliances? 
The workers' organizations. . 

I remember as a young lawyer prose
cuting cases in the cuurts for damages 
sustained by employees-one a young 
woman whose scalp was torn from her 
head because the hair became entangled 
.in ~he machinery due to the lack of 
proper safeguards. I remember other 

. cases seeking compensation for loss of 
arms, for loss of fingers, and other dis
abilities. In an of them I found raised 
in defense the doctrine of "assumption 
of risk" -that the employees assume the 
risk involved in their work. These and 
other victims of industrial injuries were 
often -obliged to turn to public charity 
or to members of their fap1ilies for sup
port. Sometimes when a father was 

. seriously incapacitated the children were 
forced to leave school and to go to work 
to support him. 

Who ·led the fight and brought about 
legislation that eliminated the doctrine 
of assumption of risk and made it po's
sible for these victims of industrial life 
to become other than a public charge? 
It was labor, organized labor, union labor. 

The long and at times discouraging 
struggle ma.de by labor organizations, 
against wh;:tt seemed insurmou,ntable 
obstacles, to elevate the workers from 
almost a state' of servitude to the im
proved position that they now holp 
through legislation requiring safety ap
pliances, better working conditions,' and 
shorter working hours, is an inspiring 
one. It is indeed a story of the glorious 
victory of human rights. 

I inject a personal story about two 
factory workers who had 'eached old age. 
I had forgotten them, though in my early 
youth I had carried a dinner pail to them 
from their homes to the fa.ctory gates 
during the noon hour. One day a few 
years ago a welfare agent called upon me 
to inquire about their needs. He E-X
pressed pity for their plight because they 
had once lived fairly comfortably on their 
meager income. He said, "I never knew 
till I met these ladies that it is a crime 
to live to an old age." I asked, "What 
do You mean?" He said, "Why, these 
women have toiled for nearly 60 years, 
and they saved enough money in that 
time to take care of themselves and to 
provide for their old age, but they lived 
too long. Had they died a few years 
after advancing age forced them out of 
the factory they would have gone to their 
graves without public charity. However, 
because they have lived too long, over 80 
years, they are now experiencing the 
trials and tribulations of poverty." He 
made another observation, "I never knew 
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before that people could be poor and 
aristocratic as welL These ladies are 
aristocrats." They were, indeed,. aristo
crats, sweet, kind, lovable characters; 
and there are hundreds of thousands of 
women, and men, too, who during our 
lifetime have experienced the same hard
ships r have just described. These are 
some of. the types .of people this legisla
tion will affect by curtailment of the 
workers' rights·. 

The amendments before us affect every 
worker and every organization, the inno
cent as well as thf' guilty, if there are any 
guilty, of excessive and unreasonable de
mands and procedure. I am ndt defend

.ing John L. Lewis, but, Mr. President, I 
wil1 not be a party, because of Lewis, to 
enacting laws which will restrict the 
rights of those honest working men and 
women who have labored so unceasingly 
during the war, who gave their sons to the 

· service of our country in our hour of need. 
I shall not · offend or shackle them by 
telling them that their bargaining rights 
are to be restricted, that they cannot 
be relied upon to carry on the ·candid 
and open relationship which should exist 
between employee and employer in col
lective bargaining. 

Mr. President, have we forgotten the 
obligation, the great debt we owe to. the 
workers of this country? All the vast 
wealth we have accumulated has come 
from the toil, sweat, and blood of the 
workers. 

Their strength, their vigor, their 
health, their labors, have opened up the 
vast wealth that the Almighty planted 
in the bowels of the earth for our benefit. 
They have tilled the fields so that we 
might have the rich harvests with which 
we are blessed. They have exhausted 
themselves in the workshops, factories, 
and industries of the country. How 
meager bas been their share of the pros
perity that has resulted from their toil 
and sacrifice! · 

Have the~ no claim to our sympathy 
and assistance? Must we· be heedless 
of their social advancement and· welfare 
because some leader may have misjudged. 
his obligation to them or his responsi
bility to the public'? Labor leaders are 
not immune from the faults, failures, 
and mistakes or even the misuse of pow
er which is observable in other phases of 
life. 

Even those in the public service, whom 
we sometimes call politicians, make seri~ 
ous mistakes and fail to promotE. the 
public welfare. -

I have witnessed the struggle of the 
workers for recognition of their rights up 
to this very hour, and I regret to see in 
this Chamber efforts to restrict the prog
ress that has been made-efforts that 
indicate a lack of sympathy, a distrust of 
the workers' organizations, a hindrance 
to further progress-efforts to place lim
itations on their rights to organize and 
to engage in collective bargaining. 

Mr. President, I regret to see in this 
Chamber what seems to me to be a de
termination to turn back, an attempt to 
undo some of the helpful things that 
have been accomplished through years r 
of effort. Indeed, !'think I observe here a 
spirit of passion, a spirit of intense hos
tility, a esire to get even with some
one. We are acting as if we were look-

ing for blood. I fear, instead of helping 
to end strikes and bring about peaceful 
and harmonious conditions, we may be 
moving toward more turmoil, more 
strikes, and more hostility between capi
tal and labor. 

There is a mistaken notion here that 
some of the amendments which are pro
posed will prevent or end the present 
strikes. Not one of these amendments 
which are being proposed here will affect 
John Lewis or the leaders of the Rail
road Brotherhood; but they will affect 
every man and woman who toils and who 
chooses to belong to a labor union now 
or in the future. It is to .be noted also ' 
that workers who are not members of 
labor organizations receive benefits at
tained by the efforts of unions. You 
cannot get even with John L. Lewis or 
other strike leaders through these 
amendments. You can, however:, break 
the spirit, dishearten the working class. 
for a time, but their cause is so humane . 
and just that, like a volcano, the eruption 
is only being postponed. 

Mr. President, not all employers are 
petitioning for this legislation. There 
are many, very many who deal fairly .and 
justly with labor. Many of them. have 
a sincere and deep sympathy for their 
workers. Many of them have often vol
untarily expressed this in bonuses, pen
sions, and in various other benefits to the 
workers. Let us counsel with these rep" 
resehtatives of the employers and we will 
find them cooperative. Not one of them 
will ask us to repeal collective bargaining 
or the right of the worker to strike. · 

Hundreds, yes thousands, of disputes 
and differences between labor and indus
try have been peacefully and successfully 
adjusted. Because there have been a 
few failures and hardships have resulted 
and the public interest has been jeo·p
ardized does not, in my opinion, justify 
the putting of all labor in a strait-jacket. 

One would be led to believe, listening 
to the debate here, that there is no class 
consciousness on the side of manage
ment; that it is all on the side of labor. 
In my opinion, there is as much class 
consciousness on the one side as on the 
other, and, in my opinion, some labor 
unions remain militant because; forced 
to deal with a hostile employer, they be
lieve that the labor union can survl.ve in 
no other way. 

In the final analysis, it is my opinion 
that the sympathetic attitude of man
iagement toward unions is the key to 
sound industrial relations, and, if the 
employers wholeheartedly accept the 
philosophy of collective bargaining. our 
labor unions would rise to the responsi
bilities which they have and fulfill their 
rich promises. 

Unless there is a sharp change for the 
better in industrial relations, I fear in
dustry and labor will wake up some day 
to find a new philosophy, an extreme 
philosophy promulgated through the Na
tion. In my opinion, radical economic 
changes will come if labor and industry 
cannot find a way peacefully to adjust 
their differences. The success of the 
American way of life is not through ex
treme restrictive measures, but through 
management and labor solving their in
dividual · problems through self-govern
ment and through industrial democracy. 

The preservation of the American way 
of life depends upon their success in 

·solving their mutual problems. 
Mr. President, let us think of the work

ers other than John L. Lewis' as we dis
cuss this legislation. There are millions 
of them who are law-abiding' and who 
seek and desire industrial peace. Men 
are fallible and so are leaders, whether 
they are in the labor, the industrial, or 
in the political life. Rash and extreme 
measures that affect and injure the wel
fare of the people are taken even at times 
by men in public service. 

Let us remember there is another day 
coming when the present labor turmoil 
will have wbsided. Industrial peace will 
come, and the workers, in my opmiOn, 
desire it and want it just as much as 
management. 

Let it not be ·said of us when our 
record is scanned that in the heat of 
passion we attempted to undo tl).e prog
ress that labor has made through its 
long uphill hike for industrial freedom, 
that we have in a moment of excitement 
sought to abridge and reduce the rights 
of workers. 

Let us consider these measures calmly. 
I cannot emphasize too strongly the fact 
that no amendment proposed here by the 
coalition can in any manner affect or 
change the present strike situation. Nor 
could these coalition amendments, were 
they the law today, have prevented the 
present strikes. The amendments are 
proposed now in the belief that the pres
ent hysterical state of mind will give the 
support that the amendments would not 
get in normal tim~s. In· fact, some of 
the proponents of these amendments pri
vately concede this. 

These proposals will result in arousing 
the antagonism and resentment of all 
workers, who are innocent parties to 
present labor disturbances, when they 
know the motive behind these proposals 
and their true significance. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I think 
that the charge of emotion which · has 
been made against the Senate is com
pletely unjustified. I have been a Mem-

. ber of the Senate fo~ 8 years, ·and every 
effort to deal constructively with the la
bor situation has been suppressed by the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 
Hearings were held this year. The 
amendments which will come before the 
Senate have been studied and considered 
at great length. The amendments do 
not oppress any laboring man or woman, 
or labor unions. They are amendments 
which -hav~ been carefully worked out 
over a period of many months. The 
Byrd amendment was offered approxi
mately 10 days ago. I did not like it in 
its original form. We tried ·to work it 
over into a ·constructive solution of one 
of the serious problems which confronts 
the country. 

·Frankly, it was blocked by a filibuster. 
For days we have been debating over 
and over again the same issue. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
Senate was justified in insisting that 
we not go home tonight until we end 
this deadlock which has continued so 
long. It seems to me that the charge 
of emotion is completely unjustified. 
These amendments are before us. I hope 
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we may consider them as they are 
reached. I will support those recom
mended in the minority views. I hope 
some of them will be agreed to. I do 
not know whether they will be agreed to 
or not. They vary in the fields which 
they cover. However, I may say that 
each of them is an attempt to deal with 
a particular abuse which has arisen dur
ing the past 10 years in the labor situa·
tion which has and which now confronts 
the country. Those abuses have been 
recognized by la.bor, and yet they are 
matters with which the Senate has not 
cared to deal. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that we 
have proceeded in the proper way to d~al 
with the problems before us. Me,rely be
cause we wish to vote at 1 o'clock in the 
morning, after being here from 11 o'cl'oc.k 
yesterday, I do not thipk that we should 
be subjected to the charge of being preju
diced with regard to a question on which 
every Member of the Senate made up his 
mind yesterday, the day -before, or 2 or 
3 days ago. Certainly, the fact that some 
of us are pressing for a vote is no evi
dence of emotion on the part of any 
Member of the Senate. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I am 
sorry for the incident which o~curred a 
few moments ago. Being a Democrat, 
and belonging to a party that is repre
sented by the jackass, I do not attach 
any particular stigma to the animal. . 
Also, in the last day or two having heard 
Senators with a great deal of seniority 
bandy about such words as "skunk," I 
thought a jackas:..; was not nearly so bad 
as that. Nevertheless, I am sorry that I 
inadverteEtly let the word fall from my 
lips, and if it is agreeable to the Senate, 
the reference can be stricken from the 
RECORD. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. A parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator wi1l state it. 
. Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is there no way to 

find out just what the Senator from 
Idaho did say? 

The PRESIDING OF-FICER. The in
cident is closed. · 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, to con
vey the · idea that I was trying to get 
across, I shall again read the paragraph 
from this article in Tide magazine, the 
paid paper of the advertising agEncies, 
which handles the accounts of the big 
radio programs. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
s~nator yield? .. 

Mr. TAYLOR. For what? 
· Mr. TAFT. I only wish to ask whether 
the Senator is going to proceed to talk 
at some length. I feel that the subject 
before the Senate is one which is impor
tant--

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, I am 
not obliged to ·answer· the question of the 
Senator from Ohio. What I started to 
say was that the attorneys for these ad~ 
vertising agencies which handle the ac
counts of the people who puj; on the big 
radio programs have decided already, in 
the brief time since we passed the Lea 
bill, the so-called Petrillo bill, that it 
was not such a smart thing to do, either 
from the standpoint of the radio indus-

try or of the Congress. These are the 
words of the attorneys for the advertis

. ers, not my words. I quote the article 
verbatim: 

Attorneys -say that the act can 't hurt any
body directly, but that indirectly it is suc
ceeding already in making the Congress which 
passed it and the radio industry which ac
claimed it look thoroughly ridiculous; and 
the same attorneys believe that the indus
try wouldn't have a snowball's chances in hell 
if it tried to have the act enforced. 

It proceeds to say that the law does 
not outlaw particular practices, it merely 
outlaws the use of coercion to obtain cer
tain things. If the ntdio ·people want 
to agree to them and there is no coercion 
connected with it, the practices are per
fectly all right. So, under the circvn:
stances, this is what will happen: We 
have passed a law to injure Mr. Petrillo 
and put him in his place, but now if the 
producers of the radio programs want 
any musicians, Mr. Petrillo cannot/ bar
gain with them. he cannot ask them for 
these things because -that is against the 
law, but he can say to his musicians, "It 
has been very difficult working here for 
so many years. Let us rest a while." 
They would not strike: they would simply 
take their instruments and go home, and 
go out and mow the lawn, and if the 
producers of the radio programs wanted 
any musicians they would have to go to 
Mr. Petrillo and ask him, "Please, Mr. 
Petrillo, will you do these things?" Then 
Mr. Petrillo could very graciously con
sent, and the radio programs would be 
on the air again. · So al1 we have done 
has been to make it unnecessary for Mr. 
Petrillo to bargain; and force those who 
'''ant his services to go and lick his boots. 

Mr. President, it was not many years 
· ago that I was out West, as I said a 
moment ago, with a little show company, 
and I used to do a lot of thinking. I 
would read of some law the Senate had 
passed which I did not think was very 
good; something which st=;emed to be 
against the interest of the common 
people, and I would tl;tink to myself, 
"Well, those poor devils are in a tough 
spot back there. I'll bet they want to do 
right, a lot of them, but they have had 
these big interests contribute money to 
elect them, and they just are in a tough 
position. It takes a lot of money to get 
elected in those big States, and I guess 
they can hardly help themselves once in 
a while." 

That was my idea. Then later I 
worked in a war plant, . and at times we 
would go out to repair the kitchen facili
ties at Army installations, and I would 
be down under a sink with the · grease 
dropping in my face and the cockroaches 
running over me, and l. would think these 
things over. · Perhaps Congress had re
cently passed some law · that I did not 
like, and I would think again, ''Well, I'll 
bet their hearts are right, but here is this 
reactionary United States Chamber of 
Commerce, and the National Association 
of Manufacturers. · They are hauling 
these fellows more to the right and trying 
to get them to be reactionary. Maybe 
the fellows' hearts are not so bad, but 
that is the situation back there." 

Then, lo and behold, all of a sudden I 
find myself in the United States Senate, 
and what do I find? Do I find that the 

Senator's hearts are with the common 
people, and that they are trying to do 
the right thing for the poor people, that 
the National Association of Manufactur
ers is . pulling them over to the right and 
trying to get them to pass legislation to 
curb the rights of labor and take away 
the rights they have gained through all 
these years? . 

No, Mr. President, that is not what I 
have found. I find the Senate of the 
United States considering legislation and 
amendments to a labor bill which even 
the National Association of Manufac
turers condemns. It says John L. Lewis 
is a fine -fellow, and I have never said 
that. We find that National Chamber of 
Commerce opposing this legislation. we· 
find the Wall Street Journal opposing 
the legislation. Instead of a Congress 
that wants to do t.he right thing by the 
common people being pushed along the 
road by what we have ordinarily con
sidered to be the most reactionary forces 
in the country , we find the so-called re
actionary forces pleading with a Con
gress so reactionary and so antilabor 
that even the Wall Street Journal cannot 
go along with it. 

Mr President, I have here a statement 
made by a representative of the Aus
tralian Council of Trade Unions who was 
recently in the United States. In Mel
bourne he made· a speech: I read from 
the Washington Post: 

Albert Monk , Secretary of the Australian 
Council o:t Trade .Unions, said in a speech 

··today that the United States . is the "most~ 
troubled" .country in the world and predicted 
a 'dictatorship there as a result of attacks 
by la1ge corporations on labor standards . 
· Of course, be did not know this situa
tion had developed as it had, that the 
representatives cf the large corporations 
are pleading with the Congress to lay off 
what it proposed, to give the workers a 
chance, anti that the Congress has taken 
the bit in its teeth and is absolutely out 
to wreck labor. The article continues: 

Monk, who returned recently from a visit 
to the United States, said, "During the next 
12 months there will be an attempt to estab
lish a dictatorship by organized e1Iorts ot 
employers to cheapen production so the 
United States can get rid of its surplus goods 
and compete with Britain's world markets. 

That may come to pass, Mr. President. 
Certainly, when I sit here and see the 
vicious antilabor sentiment in the Con
gress, I can see the specter of Adolf 
Hitler and Benito Mussolini rising up on · 
the horizon. _, 
_ The legislation we are considering is 
going to solve nothing. We cannot make 
the miners go back into the mines and 
work unles$ they want to, and they will 
not want to if we pass a law that says, 
"You must or we will put you in jail." 

I will tell the Senate what will happen, 
Mr. President. Thousands of them will 
go to jail, because I have just come from 
working with them shoulder to shoulder, 
and I would go to jail before I would have 
anybody tell me that I had to go down 
in the mines and go to work whether I 
wanted to or not. They could put me in 
jail, they could shoot me, before I would 
go, and those men with whom I worked 
in :the war plants have just as much 
spunk and just as much guts as I have. 

Mr .. President, here is 'a sample of the 
absurdity of the legislation we are con-
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sidering. Here is an article by John F. 
Cramer in the Washington Daily News. 
He is no radical. He has been giving a 
new CIO union fits. I have forgotten the 
name of the union. It is the UPW A, or 
something like that. He has been taking 
them to task every day, so he cannot be 
called a radical. He says that an amend
ment is being drawn to prohibit any
body who belongs to a labor union which 
advocates strikes, ·or has provision for 
strikes in its constitution, from working 
for the Government. If we make it the 
law that one cannot belong to unions 
that advocate strikes and at the same 
time work for the Government, it will 
become necessary to discharge thousands 
of employees who have not struck, but 
who belong to unions which do strike 
against private employers. They will 
have to be fired, and I am one of those 
who will have to be fired, because in my 
pocket I have a card in the sheetmetal 
workers' union which most certainly has 
a provision in its charter ,for striking. I 
never did strike. We had no strikes in 
the plant where I worked. But if we had · 
had just cause to strike I would have 
been with the boys. 

Mr. President, I would be perfectly 
happy to go on and talk into the wee 
small hours. As I said, it has been qlY 
life in the past that about this time is 
what would be afternoon for ordinary 
people. I could well talk until 5 or 6 
a.m., although I will have to admit that 
since coming to the United States Senate 
I have used my voice so little that my 
throat is very tender. I think a few 
hours' talk would do it good. However, 
inasmuch as the thirst for blood seems 
to be satisfied for the evening, an amend-

. ment having been railroaded through, 
and a motion to reconsider tabled, that 
seems to have satisfied the craving for 
getting at the throat of labor for the 
evening so I guess I shall no·t continue 
further this evening. . 

Mr. President, I again want to say that 
I had no intention of casting any asper
sions on the character ()f any Senator. 
It was an inadvertent slip. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. HOEY 

in the chair) laid before the Senate mes
sages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations, 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end o: Senate proceedings.) 
EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

AB in executive session, 
The fo~lowing favorable reports of 

nominations WE"re submitted: 
By Mr. WAGNER, from the ~ommittee on 

Banking and Currency: 
Wilson W. Wyatt, of Kentucky, to be Hous

ing Expediter; 
Robert E. Healy, of Vermont, to be a mem

ber of the Securities and Exchange Commis
sion for the term expiring June 5, 1951 (re
appointment); and 

· Richard B. McEntire, of Kansas; to be a. 
member or' the Securities and Exchange Com
:nission for the remainder of the term ex
piring June 5, 1948. 

RECESS· 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen
ate take a recess until 11 o'clock a. m. 
today. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1 
o'clock and 13 minutes a. ·m., Friday, 
May· 24, 1946), the Senate took a recess 
until 11 o'clock a. m. of the same day. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the ' 
Senate May 23 (legislative day of March 
5), 1946: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SE.RVICE 

The following-named persons to be 
foreign-service officers. unclassified, vice con
suls of career, and secretaries in the diplo
matic service of the United States of America: 

Oscar V. Armstrong, of North Carolina. 
W. Wendell Blancke, of Pennsylvania. · 
William N. Dale, of New Yorlc 
Alfred le S . Jenkins, of Georgia. 
Curtis F. Jones, of Maine. 
Francis E. Meloy, Jr., of Maryland. 
Alexander L. Peaslee, of Ohio. 
Howard A. Reed, of California . 
Stephen A. ·Rynas, of New York. 
Frederick D . Sharp 3d, of Connecticut. 
Albert W. Sherer, Jr., of Illinois. 
Levi .P. Smith, Jr., of Vermont. 
Gerald Stryker, of Connecticut. 
Richard M. Tynan, of New York. 
Stanley B. Wolf!, of- New Y:ork. 

UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The,folldwing-named candidate for promo
tion in the regular corps of the United States 
Public Health Service: 

Senior Assistant Sanitary Engineer Ralph 
Porges to be temporary sanitary engineer. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, MAY 23, 1946 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The ·Chaplain, Rev. James Shera: 

Montgomery, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Th9u infinite Father, in the onward 
sweep of time we are brought again to 
the beginning of a new day. As we hold 
it in our grasp, may it be something bet
ter and purer for Thy children every
where. We pray that the disparage
ments .of life may give way to larger faith 
and recognition of the eternal verities. 
Grant that the hearts of designing men 
may be melted into brotherhood; that 
the duty and sanctity of honest labor. 
may increase; and that creeds may be 
swallowed up in pure, undefiled religion. 
Dear Lord, we entreat Thee that Thy 
kingdom, for which the devout of every 
age have prayed, may come to the great 
soul of humanity, when men shall trust 
one another and work for the ~hings that 
make for peace; when there shall be no 
oppression and the new world shall ap
pear. How beautiful upon the moun
tains are the feet of Him that bringeth 
good tidings, that publisheth peace. We 
pray in the name of Thy Son, the Prince 
of Peace. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
;Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 

that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill and a joint resolution 
of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 4763. An act for the relief of R. L. 
Benton; and 

H. J. Res. 353. Joint resolution extending 
the time for the release of powers of appoint
ment for the purposes of certain provisions 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK OF 
THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House which was read: 

MAY 22, 1946. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 

House of Representatives. 
Sm: Desiring to be temporarily absent 

from my office, I hereby designate Mr. H. 
Newlin Megill, an official in my office, to sign 
any and all papers and do all other acts for 
me which he would be authorized to do by 
virtue of tP,ls designation and of clause 4, 
rule III, of the House. 

Respectfully, 
SOUTH TRIMBLE, 

Clerk of the House ot Representatives. 

MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE TO ATTEND 
MEETING OF EMPIRE PARLIAMENTARY 
ASSOCIATION 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro
visions of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
58, Seventy-ninth Congress, the Chair 
appoints the following Members on the 
part of the House of Representatives to 
attend the meeting of the Empire Par
liamentary Association, t( be held in 
Bermuda, beginning June 10, 1~46: Mr. 
LUTHER A. JOHNSON, of Texas, chairman; 
Mr. RICHARDS, of South Carolina; Mr. 
GRANT, of Indiana; and Mr. SMITH, of 
Wisconsin. 
COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE DISPOSI

TION OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro
visions of House Resolution 385, SeventY
ninth Congress, the Chair appoints as 
members of the Select Committee To 
Study and Investigate the Operation of 
the Program for Disposition of Surplus 
Property the following Members of the 
House: Mr. SLAUGHTER, Missouri, chair
man; Mr. DAVIS, Tennessee; Mr. RoONEY, 
New York; Mr. RIZLEY, Oklahoma; and 
Mr. ROBERTSON, North Dakota. 

SCHOOL-LUNCH PROGRAM 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference report on the bill 
(H. R. 3370) to provide assistance to the 
States in the establishment, mainte
nance, operation, and expansion of 
school-lunch programs, and for other 
purposes, and ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the managers on 
the part of the House be read in lieu of 
the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Vir-
.ginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
The conference report and statemenJi 

are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the dl,s.. 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
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3370) to provide assistance to the States in 
the establishment, maintenance, operation, 
and expansion of school-lunch programs, 
and for other purposes, having met, after 
full · and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re
spective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
e.gree to the same with an amendment ru;; 
follows : In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be insert ed by the Senate amendment insert 
the following : "That this Act may be cited 
as the 'National School Lunch Act' . 

"DECLARATION OF POLICY 

"SEc. 2. It is hereby declared to be the 
policy of Congress ,' as a measure of national 
security, to safeguard the health arid well
being of the Nation's children and to en
courage the domestic consumption of nutri
tious agricultural commodities and other 
food, by assisting the States, through grants
in-aid and other means, in providing an ade- . 
quate supply of foods and other facilities for 
the establishment, maintenance, operation, 
and expansion of nonprofit school-lunch 
programs. 

''APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED 

"SEc. 3. For each fiscal year, beginning with 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of 
money in the Treasury :qot otherwise appro
priated, such sums.,as may be necessary to 
enable the Secretary of Agriculture (herein
after referred to as 'the Secretary') to carry 
out the provisions of this Act. 

"APPORTIONMENT TO STATES 

"SEc. 4. The sums appropriated for any 
fiscal year pursuant to the authorization 
contained in section 3 of this Act, excluding 
the sum specified in section 5, shall be availa
ble to the Secretary for supplying, during 
.such fiscal year, agricultural commodities 
and other foods for the school-lunch program 
in accordance with the provisions of this Act. 
The Secretary shall apportion among the 
States during each fiscal year not less than 
75 per centum of the aforesaid funds made 
available for such year for supplying agricul
tural commodities and other foods under the 
provisions of this Act, except that the total 
of such apportionments of funds for use in 
Alaska, Territory of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and 
the Virgin Islands shall not exceed 3 per 
centum of the funds appropriated for agri
cultural commodities and other foods for 
the school-lunch program. Apportionment 
among the States shall be made on the basis 
of two factors: (1) The number of school 
children in the State and (2) the need for 
assistance in the State as indicated by the 
relation of the per capita income in the 
United States to the per capita income in 
the State. The amount of the initial appor
tionment to any State shall be determined 
by the following method: First, determine. 
an index for the State by multiplying factors 
(1) and (2); second, divide this index by 
.the sum of the indices for all the States; and, 
finally, apply the figure thus obtained to the 
total funds to be apportioned. ·For the pur
pose of this section, the number of school 
children in the State shall be the number of 
children therein between the ages of five and 
seventeen, inclusive; st:ch figures and per 
capita income figures shall be the latest fig
ures certified by the Department of Com
merce. For the purposes of this Act, •school • 
means any public or nonpro~it private school 
of high-school grade or under and, .with re
spect to Puerto Rico, shall also include non
profit child-care centers certified as such by 
the Governor of Puerto Rico. If apy State 
cannot utilize all funds so apportioned to it, 
or if additional funds are available under 
this ·Act for apportionme~1t among the 
States, the Secretary shall make further ap
portionments to the remainin~ States in the 
•arne manner, 

"SEc. 5. Of the sums appropriated for any 
fiscal year pursuant to the authorization con
tained in section 3 of this Act, $10,000,000 
shall be available to the Secretary for the 
purpose of providing, during such fiscal year, 
nonfood assistance for the school-lunch pro-

. gram pursuant to the provisions of this Act, 
The Secretary shall apportion among the 
States during each fiscal year the aforesaid 
sum of $10 ,000,000, and such apportionment 
among the States shall be on the basis of the 
factors, and in accordance with the stand
ards, set forth in section 4 with respect to the 
apportionment for agricultural commodities 
and other foods. The total of such funds 
apportioned for nonfood assistance for use 
in Alaska, Territory of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands shall not exceed 3 
per centum of the funds appropriated for 
nonfood assistance in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act. 

"DIRECT FEDERAL EXPENDITURE 

"SEc. 6. The funds appropriat ed for any 
fiscal year for carrying out the provisions of 
this Act, less not to exceed 3 1-2 per centum 
thereof hereby made available to the Secre
tary for his administrtaive expenses and less 
the amount apportioned by him pursuant to 
sections 4, 5, and 10, shall be available to the 
Secretary during .ruch year fm direct expendi
ture by him for agricultural commodities and 
other foods to be distributed among the 
States and schools participating in the school
lunch program under this Act in accordance 
with the needs as determined by the local 
school authorities. The provisions of law 
contained in tlie proviso of the Act of June 
28, 1937 (50 s tat . 323). facilitating operations 
with respect to the purchase and disposition 
of surplus agricultural commodities under 
section 32 of the Act approved August 24, 
1935 (49 Stat. 774), as amended, shall, to the 
extent not inconsistent with the provisions 
of. this Act, also be applicable to expenditures 
of funds by the Secretary under this Act. 

"PAYMENT TO STATES 

"SEc. 7. Funds apportioned to any State 
pursuant to section4 or 5 during any fiscal 
year shall be available ~or payment to such 
State for disbursement by the State educa
tional agency, in accordance with such agree
ments not inconsistent with. the provisions of 
this Act, as may be entered into by the Secre
tary and such State educational agency, for 
the purpose of assisting schoole of that State 
during such fiscal year, in supplying ( 1) ag
ricultural commodities and . other foods for 
consumption by children and (2) nonfood 
assistance in furtherance of the school-lunch 
program authorized under this Act. Such 
payments to any State in any fiscal year dur
ing the period 1947 to 1950, inclusive, shall be 
made upon condition that each dollar thereof 
will be matched during such year by $1 from 
sources within the State determined by the 
Secretary to have been expended in connec
tion with the school-lunch program under 
this Act. Such payments in any fiscal year 
during the period 1951 to 1955, inclusive, shall 
be made upon condition that each dollar 
thereof will be so matched by one and one
half dollars; and for any fiscal year there
after. such payments shall be made upon con
dition that each dollar will be so matched 
by $3. In the case of any Stat.e whose per 
capita income is less than the ' per capita 
income of the United States, the matching 
required for any fiscal year shall be decreased 
by the percentage which the State per capita 
income is b$llow the per capita income of the 
United States. For the purpose of deter
mining whether the matching requirements 
of this section and section 10, respectively, 
have been met, the reasonable value of do
nated services, supplies, facilities, and equip
ment as certified, respectively, by the State 
educa tiona! agency and in case of schools 
receiving funds pursuant to section 10, by 
such schools (but not the cost or value of 
land, of the acquisition, construction, or al-

teration of buildings, of commodities donated 
by the Secretary, or of Federa l contributions ) , 
may be regarded as funds from sources with
in the State expended in connection with 
the school-lunch program. The Secretary 
shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury 
froin time to time the amounts t o be paid to 
any State under this section and the time or 
times such amounts are to be paid; and the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall pa) t o the 
State at the 'time or time.:; tixed by the Secre
tary the amounts so certified. 

"STATE DISBURSEMENT TO SCHOOLS 

"SEc. 8. Funds paid to any State during 
any fiscal year pursuant to section 4 or 5 
shall be disbursed by the State educational 
agency, in accordance with such agreements 
approved by the Secretary as may be entered 
into by such State agency and the schools 
in ·he State , to those schools in the State 
which the State educational . agency, taking 
into account need and attendance, deter
mines are eligible to participate in the school
lunch program . Such disbursement to any 
school shall be made only for the purpose of 
reimbursing it for the cost of obtaining agri
cultural commodities and other foods for 
consumption by children in the school-lunch 
program and nonfood assistance in connec-

• tion with such program. Such food costs 
may include, in addition to the purchase 
price of agricultural commodities and other 
foods , the cost of processing, distributing, 
transportir.g, storing, or handling thereof.. 
In no event shall such disbursement for 
food to any school for any fiscal year exceed 
an amount determined by multiplying the 
number of lunches served in the school in 
the school-lunch program under this Act 
during such year by the maximum Federal 
food-cost contribution rate for the State, 
for the type of lunch served, as prescribed by 
the Secretary. 
"NUTRITIONAL AND OTHER PROGRAM REQUIRE

MENTS 

"SEc. 9. Lunches served by schools par
ticipating in the school-:unch program under 
this Act shall meet minimum nutritional re
quirements prescribed by the Secret~ry on the 
basis of ,tested nutritional research. Such 
meals shall be sernd without cost or at a 
reduced cost to children who are determined 
by local school authorities to be unable to 
pay the full cost of the lunch. No physical 
segregation of or otl:er discrimination against 
any child shall be made by the school be
cause of his inability to pay. School-lunch 
programs under this Act shall be operated · 
on a nonprofit basis. ~ach school shall, in
sofar as practicable, utilize in its lunch pro
gram commodities designated from time to 
time by the Secretary as being in abundance, 
either nationally or in ·the school area, or 
commodities donated by the'Secretary. Com
modities purchased under the authority of 
section 32. of the Act of August 24, 1935 ( 49 
Stat. 774), as amended, may be donated by 
the Secretary to schools, in accordance with 
the needs as determined by local school au
thorities, for utilization in the school-lunch 
program· under this Act as well as to other 
schools ((arrying out nonprofit school-lunch 
programs and institutions authorized to re
ceive such commodities. 

"SEc. 10. If, in any State, the State educa
tional agency is not permitted by law to dis
burse the funds paid to it U"'lder this Act to 
nonprofit private schools in the State, or is 
not permitted by law to match Federal 
funds made available for use by such non
profit private schools, the Secretary shall 
withhold from the funds apportioned to any 
such State under sections 4 and 5 of this Act 
the same rroportion of the funds as the num
ber of children between the ages of five and 
seventeen, inclusive, attending nonprofit 
priva".;e schools within the State is of the total 
number of person,s of those ages within the 
State attending school. ' The Secretary shall 
disburse the funds so withheld directly to 



1946 . CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 5529 
STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 

the nonprofit private schools within said . 
State for the same purposes ' and subject to 
the same conditions as are authorized or 
required with respect to the disbursements to 
schools within the State by the State educa
tional agency, including the requirement 
th.at any such payment or payments shall 
be matched, in the proportion specified in 
section 7 for such State, by funds from 
sources within the State ex~ended by non
profit private schqols within the State par
ticipating in the school-lunch program under 
this Act. Such funds shall not be con
sidered a part of the funds constituting the 
matching funds under the terms of section 7. 

· of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 3370) to provide 
assistance to the States in the establishment, 
maintenance, operation, and expansion of 
school-lunch programs, and for other pur
pn~es, submit the following statement in ex
planation of. the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the confereec; and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report: 

"MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS AND DEFINITIONS 
· .. SEc. 11. (a) States, State educational 

agencies, and schools participating in the 
school-lunch rrogram under this Act shall 
keep such accoun ts and records as may be 
necessary to enable the Secretary to deter
mine whether the provisions of this Act are 
being complied with. Such accounts and 
reccrds shall at all times be availal:lle for 
inspection and audit by representatives of 
the Secretary and shall be preserved for such 
period of time, not in excess of five years, as 
the Secretary determines is necessary. 

"(b) The Secretary shall incorporate, in 
his agreements with the State educaU.onal 
agencies, the express requirements under 
this Act with respect -to the operation of the 
school-lunch program under this Act insofar 
as they ·may be applicable and such other 
provisions as in his opinion are reasonably 
necessary or appropriate to effectuate the 
purposes of this Act. · · 

" (c) In carrying out the provisions of -this 
Act, neither the Secretary nor the State shall 
impose any requirement with respect to 
teaching personnel, curriculum, instruction, 
methods of instruction, and materials of in
struction in any school. If a State maintains 
separate schools for minority and for ma
jority races, ·· o funds made available pur
suant to this Act shall be paid or disbursed 
to it unless a just and ~quitable distribution 
is made within the State, for the benefit of 
such minority races, of funds paid to it under 
this Act. · 

" (d) For the purposes of· this Act-
"n>. 'State' includes any of the forty

eigh,t States and the .District of Columbia, 
Territory of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Alaska, and 
the Virgin Islands. 

"(2) 'State educational agency' means, as 
the State legislature may determine, (a) the 
chief State school officer '(such as the State 
superintendent of public instruction, com
missioner of education, or similar officer), 
or (b) a board of educa~ion ' controlling the 
State departmf'nt of education; except that 
in the District of Columbia it shall mean the 
Board of Education, and except that for the 
period ·ending June 30, ·1948, 'State educa
tional agency' may mean any agency or agen
cies within the State designated by the Gov
ernor to carry out the functions herein re
quired of a State educational agency. 

"(3) 'Nonprofit private school' means any 
p.-ivate school exempt from income tax un
der section 101 (6) of the Internal Revenue 
Code, as amended. 

"(4) 'Nonfood assistance' means equipment 
used on school premises in storing, prepar
ing, or serving food for school children." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
J. W. FLANNAGAN, 
CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 
STEPHEN PACE, 
AUG. H. ANDRESEN, 
ORVILLE ZIMMERMAN, 
HAROLD COOLEY, 

Managers on the Part of the -House. 
RICHARD B. RussELL, 
J. ·H. BANKHEAD,· 
ARTHUR CAPPER, 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
GEORGE D. AIKEN, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
XCII-349 

Th~ ~enctte amendment strikes out all of 
the House bill after the enacting clause. The 
committee of conference recommends that 
the House recede from its disagreement to 
the amendment of the Senate, with an 
amendment which is a substitut e for both 
the House bill and the Senate amendment, 
and that the Senate agree to the same. 

The conference agreement differs in the 
following respects from the bill as it passed 
the House. 

The House bill authorized, in section 101, 
an appropriation of not more than $50,000,000 
for each fiscal year to enable the Secretary 
of Agriculture to carry out the provisions of 
the act. The conference substitute (sec. 3) 
does not provide any specific Umitati9n on 
thP sums to ba appropriated, but authorizes 
the appropriation of such sums as may be 
necessary to enab(e the Secretary to effectuate 
the provisions of the act. 

'I'he House bill authorized, in sections 102 
anct 108 (e), the expenditure of not in excess 
of 2 percent of the funds appropriated for 
use directly in nonprofit child-care centers. 
There has been deleted from the conference 
substitute all reference to nonprofit child
care centers except with respect to Puerto 
Rico. Instead of the House bill limitation 
of $1,500,000 of the funds .made available by 
the act for use in Alaska, Territory of Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico. and the Virgin Islands, the con
ference substitute provides that the total of 
the apportionment of funds for use in Alaska 
and s11ld Territories shall not exceed 3 percent. 
of the funds appropriated for agricultural 
commodities and other foods for school-lunch 
programs. 

The House bill provided, in ::;ection 102, 
that not less than 75 percent of the funds 
appropriated for each fiscal year shall be 
apportioned among the States for such year 
for carrying out the provisions of the .act. 
The conference substitute provides for· the 
apportionment among the States during each 
fiscal year of not less than 75 percent of the 
ftinds made available for such year for sup
plying agriculturai commodities and other 
foods. The funds available for supplying 
agricultural commodities and other foods are 
all sums appropriated except the $10,000,000 
specified in section 5 for nonfood assistance. 

The conference substitute adds a section 
(sec. 5) which makes available $10,000,000 
to the Secretary out. of the sum appropriated 
for any fiscal year pursuant to the act for 
the purpose of providing nonfood assistance 
for the school-lunch program. This sum is 
to be apportioned among the States on the 
basis of factors, and in accordance with the 
standards, applicable to the apportionment 
of fu_nds available for the supplying of agri
cultural commodities and other foods. The 
total of such funds apportioned for nonfood 
·assistance for use in Alaska, Territory of 
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands 
is not to exceed 3 percent of the funds ap
propriated for nonfood assistance. Non
food assistance is defined in the conference 
substitute as equipment used on school 
premises in storing, preparing, or serving 
food for school children. 

The House bill limited, in section 103, the 
amount for administrative expenses of the 
secretary to 3 percent of . the funds appro
priated for any fiscal yeat: for the purposes 
of the act. The conference agreement (sec. 

6) increases the maximum for administrative 
expenses to 3Y:! prcent. 

Section 104 (a) of the House bill provided 
for payments to be made to States con
ditioned upon the respective State's match
ing the grant, during each year, from sources 
within the State according to the following 
ratio: 

Fiscal year 1947, $1 for $1. 
. Fiscal year 1948, $1 for $2. 

Fiscal years 1949 and 1950, $1 for $3. 
Thereafter, $1 for $4. 
The conference agreement (sec. 7) pre

scribes that the matching provisions shall 
be in accordance with the following ratio: 

Fiscal years 1947 to 1950, inclusive, $1 
for $1. 
. Fiscal years 1951 to 1955, inclusive, $1 for 

$1.50. 
Thereafter, $1 for $3 . 
Section 104 (b) of the bill as it passed the 

House provided, with respect to the matching 
requirements, that in the event the total of 
the funds from sources within the Ctate, 
which may be considered as. matching funds, 
do not completely match the Federal appor
tionments, the State educational agency may 
determine the application of such fuqds 
from sources within the State against the 
matching requirements with the exception 
that funds from sources within the State 
used in connection with schools not par
ticipating in the school-lunch program may 
not be so used. That language of section 104 
(b) w·as included in view of the provisions 
in title II of the original bill introduced in 
the House. Title II was, however, not in
cluded i.n the bill as passed by the House. 
The conference substitute eliminates the 
provisions in section 104 (b) . 

Section 107 of the bill as it passed the 
House precluded the payment or disburse
ment of funds to any State or school if, in 
carrying out its functions under the act, it 
makes any discrimination because of race, 
creed, color, or national origin of children. 
The conference agreement (sec. 11 (c)) 
changed this restriction so as to provide, in 
instances where a State maintains separate 
schools for minority and for majority races, 
that no funds made available pursuant to the 
act shall be paid or disbursed to the State 
unless a just and equitable distribution is 
made- within the State, for the benefit of 
such minority races, of funds paid to it under 
the act. 

J. W. FLANNAGAN, Jr., 
CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 
STEPHEN PACE, . 
AUG. H. ANDRESEN, 
ORVILLE ZIMMERMAN, 
HAROLD COOLEY, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. KEOGH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an address delivered 
by Attorney General Clark before the 
Westchester County· <N. Y.) Bar Asso
ciation. 

Mr. VOORHIS of California asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include his own 
testimony before the Committee on Ways 
and Means on the Social Security Act. 

Mr. FOGARTY asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and tnclude a resolution just 
adopted by the Rhode Island State 
Council; Knights of Columbus. 

Mr. HOCH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a newspaper article. 
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Mr. RYTE;:R asked and was given pef'"

mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a news article ap
pearing in the New York Times of May 
22 of this year. 

Mr. LANE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an address. 

Mr. HOPE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a letter. 

. Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to extend my remarks in 
the RECORD in two instances, in one to 
include my own remarks on Harvey 
Springer, of Englewood, Colo. , and in 
the other an editorial from the Wash
ington Post of yesterday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. RANKIN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, is that the edi
torial in which Eugene Meyer attacked 
me? 

Mr. KLEIN. Not the gentleman from 
. Mississippi , but the committee. 

Mr: RANKIN. I have seen his con
temptible attacks on me as well as on the 
committee, and the attack being made 
in his paper now on the decent people 
of Tennessee. That editorial is not going 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD if I can 
help it. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. HAND asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

REEMPLOYMENT OF VETERANS 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, in view 
of the announcement of the Speaker 
concerning the making of 1-minute 
speeches this morning, I ask unanimous 
consent to insert a short statement at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? , 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, there are 

in my home neighborhood three young 
veterans each with a wife and children 
to support, who, before entering the 
service, worked for ~he Rockawat News 
Co., on Long Island. After discharge 
from service, they sought to obtain their 
old jobs. The company said it was 
anxious to rehire them, but that they 
would first have to join the Newspaper 
and Mail Deliverers' Union, an independ
ent closed-shop union, organized since 
they went into service. 

They made application fQr member
ship in this union, offering to pay the 
membership fee of $100. So far the 
union has refused· them membership, 
although their old jobs are waiting, thus 
denying to them the right to support 
their families. A letter from me to the 
president of the union has gone un
answered. 

Thus do some labor leaders, while 
drooling about freedom, liberalism, and 
the common man, practice the un
American principles of reaction, dic
tatorship, and selfishness. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS · 

Mr. BUFFET!' asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. RICH asked and was given permis
sion to have printed in the Appendix of 
the RECORD an article entitled "In De
fense of the Corporation Employer," by 
Roy C. McKenna, chairman of the board 
of the Vanadium-Alloys Steel Co. , from 
the May issue of the Washington News
Digest. 

Mr. GRANT of Indiana asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include a telegram. 

Mr. SABATH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD in two instances, in one to in
clude an article and in the other an 
editorial. 

RAILROAD RETIREMENT ACT 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that House Resolu
tion 625, a rule on the so-called Crosser 
bill, be recommitteed to the Committee 
on Rules. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Dlinois? 

There was no objection . 
Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 

Rules, reported the follOwing privileged 
resolution <H. Res. 635, Rept. No. 2103 > 
which was referred to the House Calendar 
and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
(H. R . 1362) to amend the Railroad Retire
ments Acts, the Railroad Unemployment In
surance Act, and subchapper B of chapter 
9 of the Internal Revenue Code, and for 
other purposes, and all points of order against 
any provisions of the bill and committee 
amendment thereto are hereby waived. 
That after general debate, which shall be 
confined to the bill and continue not to 
exceed 5 hours to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall 
be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration 
of the bill for amendment, the Committee 
shall rise and report the bill to the House 
wit h such amendments as may have been 
adopted and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on t'he bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without in
tervening motion except one motion to 
recommit. 

ALASKAN INTERNATIONAL HIGHWAY 
COMMISSION 

·Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 836, Rept. No. 2104) 
which was referred to the House Calen
dar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2871) to create a commission 
to be known as the Alaskan International 
Highway Commission. That after general 
debate, which shall be confined to the bill 
and continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and the ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the bill 
shall be read for amendment ·under the 5-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the read
Ing of the bill for amendment the Commit
tee shall rise and. report the b111 to the House 

with such amendments as may h ave been. 
adopted and the previous quest ion shali · be 
considered as ordered on th~ bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without in
terven ing motion except one mot ion t o re
commit. 

UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIEN
TIFIC, AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION 

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi
ness is the qucsti,_on on the passage of 
House Joint Resolution 305. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. JONES) there 
were--ayes 37, noes 13. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum is 
not present and make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant-at-Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was· taken; and there 
were-ayes 264, nays 41, answered "pres
~nt" 1, not voting 124; as follows: 

[Roll No. 132] 
AYES-264 

Adams Eaton 
Allen, La. Eberharter 
Almond · Ellsworth 
Anderson, Calif. Engel. Mich. 
Andrews, Ala. Ervin 
Andrews, N.Y. Fallon 
Angell Feighan 
Arends Fellows 
Auchincloss Fisher· 
Bailey Flannagan 
Barrett, Pa. Flood 
Barrett, Wyo. Fogarty 
Bates. Ky. Forand 
Bates, Mass. Fulton 
Beckworth Gallagher 
Bender Gamble 
Bennet, N. Y. Gary 
Biemiller Geelan 
Blackney Gerlach 
Bloom Gibson 
Brehm Goodwin 
Brooks Gordon 
Brown, Ga. Gore 
Bryson Gorski 
Buck Gossett 
Burch Granahan 
Butler Granger 
Byrne, N.Y. Grant, Ala. 
Byrnes, Wis. Grant, Ind. 
Campbell Green 
Canfield Gregory 
Cannon, Mo. Griffiths 
Carnahan Hagen 
Case. N. J. Hale 
Case, S . Oak. Hall, 
Celler Leonard W. 
Chapman Halleck 
Chelf Hand 
Chenoweth Hare 
Chiperfield Hays 
Church· Healy 
Clason Hedrick 
Clements Heffernan 
Coffee Henry 
Cole, Kans. Herter 
Cole, N.Y. Heselton 
Combs Hill 
Cooper Hoch · 
Cox Hoeven 
Cravens Holmes, Mass. 
Crosser Holmes, Wash. 
Cunningham Hope 
D'Alesandro Horan 
Daughton, Va. Howell 
Davis Huber 
De Lacy Hull 
Delaney, Jackson 

James J. Jenkins 
Delaney, Jennings 

John J. Johnson, Calif. 
Dirksen Johnson, . 
Dolliver Luther A. 
Domengeaux Johnson, 
Dondero Lyndon B. 
Daughton, N.C. Johnson, Okla. 
Douglas, Ill. Jonkman 
~ewry Judd 
Earthman Kean 

Kearney 
Keefe 
Kefauver 
Kelley, Pa. 
Keogh 
Kilburn 
Kjlday 
Kinzer 
Klein 
Kopplemann 
Landis 
Lane 
Lanham 
Larcade 
Latham 
LeFevre 
Lemke 
Lesinski 
Lewis 
Link 
Luce 
Lyle 
Lynch 
McConnell 
McCormack 
McCowen 
McDonough 
McKenzie 
McMillan, S . C. 
McMillen, Ill. 
Madden 
Mahon 
Maloney 
Manasco 
Mansfield, 

Mont. 
Mansfield, Tex. 
Marean tonio 
Martin, Iowa 
Martin, Mass. 
May 
Merrow 
Michener 
Mills 
Monroney 
Mundt 
Murdock 
Murphy 

. Murray, Wis. 
Neely 
Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Brien, Ill. 
O'Brien, Mich. 
O'Toole 
Outland 
Pace 
Peterson, Fla. 
Peterson, Ga. 
Phillips 
Pickett 
Plumley 
Poage 
Powell 
Price, Fla. 
Price,' Ill. 
Priest 
Quinn,N. Y. 
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Rabaut Sabath 
Rabin Sadowski 
Ramey Sasscer 
Randolph Savage 
Rayfiel Sharp 
Reed, Ill. Sheppard 
Rees, Kans. Sheridan 
Resa Sikes 
Richards Simpson, Ill. 
Riley Slaughter 
Robertson, Smith, Maine 

N. Dak . Smith, Va. 
Robertson, Va . Smith, Wis. 
Robinson, Utah Sparkman 
Robsion , Ky. Spence 
Rockwell Stevenson 
Rogers . Fla. Stigler 
Rogers, Mass. Stockman 
Rogers, N.Y. Sullivan 
Rooney Sundstrom 
Rowan Talle 
Russell Ta1'ver 
Ryter Thomas, Tex. 

Abernethy 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Arnold 
Beall 
Bishop 
Bradley, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Buffett 
Colmer 
Crawford 
Curtis 
Fenton 

NAYs--41 
Gavin 
Gillie 
Gross 
Gwynne, Iowa 
Harness, Ind. 
Hess 
Jensen 
Johnson, Ill. 
Jones 
Mason 
Mathews 
Miller, Nebr . 
O'Hara 
O'Konski 
Pittenger . 

Tibbott 
Torrens 
Traynor 
Trimble 
Vinson 
Voorhis, Cal!f. 
Vorys, Ohio 
Wadsworth 
Walter 
Wasielewski 
Weichel 
West 
Whittington 
Wickersham 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson 
Wolcott 
Wolverton, N.J. 
Woodhouse 
Worley 
Zimmerman 

Ploeser 
Rankin 
Reed, N.Y. 
Rich 
Schwabe, Okla. 
Scrivner 
Smith·, Ohio 
Springer 
Stefan 
Sumner, Ill. 
Taber 
Vursell 
Whitten 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Clevenger 

NOT VO'l'ING-124, 

Allen, Ill. Fuller Miller, Calif. 
Baldwin, Md. Gardner Morgan 
Baldwin, N.Y. Gathings Morrison 
Barden Gearhart Murray-, Tenn. 
Barry Gifford Norton 
Bell Gillespie O'Neal 
Bennett, Mo. Gillette Patman 
Bland Graham Patrick 
Bolton Gwinn. N.Y. Patterson 
Bonner Hall, - . Pfeifer 
Boren Edwin Arthur Philbin 
Boykin Hancock Rains 
Bradley. Pa. Harless, Ariz. Reece. Tenn. 
Brumbaugh Harris Rivers 

. Buckley Hart Rizley 
Bulwinkle Hartley Rodgers, Pa. 
Bunker Havenner Roe. Md. 
camp Hebert · Roe, N.Y. 
Cannon, Fla. Hendricks · Schwabe, Mo. 
Carlson Hinshaw Shafer 
Clark Hobbs Short 
Clippinger Hoffman Simpson. Pa. 
Cochran Holifield Somers, N.Y. 
Cole, Mo. Hook Starkey 
Cooley Izac Stewart 
Corbett Jarman Sumners, Tex. 
Courtney Johnson, Ind. Talbot 
Curley Kee Taylor 
Dawson Kelly, Ill. Thorn 
D'Ewart Kerr Thomas, N.J. 
Dingell King Thomason 
Douglas, Calif. Kirwan Tolan 
Doyle Knutson Towe 
Durham Kunkel Weaver 
Dworshak LaFollette Welch 
Elliott Lea . White 
Ellis LeCompte Winstead 
Elsaesser Ludlow Winter 
Elston McGehee Wolfenden, Pa. 
Engle, Calif. McGlinchey Wood 
Fernandez McGregor Woodruff 
Folger · Mankin 

So the joint resolution wa~ passed. 
The Clerk announced the following. 

p:::.irs: 
On · this vote: 
Mrs. Bolton for, with Mr. Clevenger against. 

General pairs until further notice: 
Mr. Lea with Mr. Gifford 
Mr. Boren with Mr. Baldwin of New York. 
Mr. Cooley with Mr. Gillette. 
Mr. Boykin with Mr. Edwin Arthur H~;tll. 
Mr. Courtney with Mr. Gwinn of New York. 

Mr. Engle of California with Mr. Elston. 
Mr. Buckley with Mr. Brumbaugh. 
Mr. Ludlow with Mr. Kunkel. 
Mr. O'Neal with Mr. Talbot. 
Mr. Patman with Mr. Winter. 
Mr. Rivers with Mr. Towc. 
Mr. Patterson with Mr. Hancock. 
Mr. Wood with Mr. Thomas of New Jersey. 
Mr. Morrison with Mr. Adams. 
Mr. Hobbs with Mr. McGregor. 
Mr. Pfeifer with Mr. Knutson. 
Mr. Barry with Mr. Reece of Tennessee. 
Mr. Bulwinkle with Mr. Schwabe of Mis-

souri. 
Mr. Hart with Mr. Dworshak. 
Mr. Roe of Maryland with Mr. Allen .of 

Illinois. 
Mr. Izac with Mr. Shafer . 
Mr. Hendricks vith Mr. Cole of Misfourl. 
Mr. Havenner with Mr. Taylor. 
Mr. Somers of New York with Mr. Short. 
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Hartley. 
Mrs. Douglas bf California with Mr. Simp-

son of Penns~l}vania. 
Mrs. Mankin with Mr. Johnson of Indiana. 
Mr. Doyle with Mr. Hoffman. 
Mr. Bradley of Pennsylvania with Mr . Ben-

nett of Missouri. 
Mr. Cochran with Mr. Ehaesser. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Fuller. 
Mr. McGehee with Mr. Graham. , 
Mr. Folger with Mr. Gavin. 
Mr. Gathings with ML Corbett. 
Mr. McGlinchey wit~ Mr Rizley. 
Mr. Roe of New York wit!- Mr. Carlson. 
Mr. Hook with Mr. Woodruff. 
Mr. King ~ith Mr. Gillie 

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a live pair with the gentlewoman 
from Ohio, Mrs. BOLTON. If Mrs. BOLTON 
were present, she would vote ''yea." I 
voted "nay." I withdraw my vote and 
answer ''present." 

The result of the vcte was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

tahle. 
NAVAL APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1947 

Mr. SABATH. .M;r. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 633 and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That during the consideration 

of the bill (H. R. 6496) making appropria
tions for the Navy Department and the 
nava~ service for the flc;cr.l year ending June 
30, 1947, and for otl:er purposes, all points 
of order against the bill or &.ny provisions 
contained therein are h~reby waived. 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST 
H. R. 6496 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, some 
Member may again propound the ques
tion as to why it is that the Committee 
on Rules has granted a rule waiving 
points of order on an appropriation bill 

· that contains legislation. There are ex
ceptions, of course, to every rule, as we 
all know. In this case the exception is, 
and I hope it will meet with the approval 
of the membership, that the section of 
the bill carrying the legislative provision 
does not provide for any appropriation. 
In fact, the effect of this rule is really 
to bring about economy and efficiency 
and a saving of money to the Govern
ment. 

Title II of the bill, H. R. 6496, the naval 
appropriation bill for the fiscal year 
1947, provides, among other things, for 
the transfer of the War Shipping Ad-

ministration in toto to the United States 
Maritime Commission, which is author
ized to take over all the functions, prop
erty, personnel, and unexpended funds 
of the War Shipping Administration. 
WSA is going out of bilsiness as of 
June 30. 

It appears that all Members are fa
miliar with the provisions of title I, mak
ing appropriations for our greatest 
peacetime Navy, and I think will -agree 
that the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SHEPPARD] and the members of his Sub
committee of the Committee on Appro
priations on Naval Appropriations, who 
handled this bill, deserve the highest 
praise. The legislative provision in title 
II occurs on page 50, and reads as 
follows: 

SEc. 202. For the purposes of the liquida
tion by December 31, 1946, of all of the func
tions of the War Shipping Administration 
under Executive Orders 9054, 9350, 9387, 9495, 
and 9336, dated February 7, 1942; June 10, 
1943; October 15, 1943; November 2, 1944, and 
April 24, 1943: effective July 1, 1946, and con
tinuing only during the period ending De
cember 31, 1946, all functions, powers, and 
duties of the War Shipping Administration, 
including all of the foregoing provisions in 
this act relating to said Administration, are 
hereby transferred to and shall be exercised 
by the United States Maritime Commission 
under the same legal authorities and sub
ject to the same conditions and limitations 
not otherwise altered by the foregoing provi
sions in this act relating to said Administra
tion, as will be appj.icable to the War Ship
ping Administration on June 30, 1946, and 
the War Shipping Administration shall cease 
to exist as of July 1, 1946: Provided, That 
effective July 1, 1946, there shall be trans
ferred to the Unit.ed States Maritime Com
mission the unexpended balance of all funds 
available to the War Shipping Admini5tra
tion, together with all records, property, and 
personnel appertaining thereto: Provided 
further, That the unexpended balance of the 
War Shipping Administration revolving fund, 
as of close of business on December 31, 1946, 
shall be covered into miscellaneous receipts 
of the Treasury. 

The effect of this proviso is to rescind 
the wartime Executive orders which set 
up the War Shipping Administration and 
made it the vast and far-flung operating 
and regulating agency it was. In view 
of the fact that this title will not pro
vide for any appropriation and is, as I 
have said, in line of economy and effi
ciency, I shall not detain the House 
further. 

I reserve the balance of my time, Mr. 
Speaker, and I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. _ 
Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I now 

yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
as explained to the House by the chair
man of the Rules Committee, this rule 
provide.:; for waiver of points of order on 
this Navy Department appropriation bill 
for one purpose and one purpose only; 
so the .War Shipping Administration may 
be transferred, now that the war needs 
for it are at an end, to the Maritime 
Commission, for the purpose of winding 
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· up the affairs of the War Shipping Ad
ministration by December 31, 1946. In 
ether words, the Maritime Commission 
will have jurisdiction over the present 
assets and functions of the War Ship
ping Administration for 6 months, from 
July 1 to December 31, for the purpose 
of liquidating that agency. Therefore, 
as a matter of actuality, this special rule 
has been granted in order to save money 
rather than to spend it.- The other por
tions of the bill are not subject to points 
of order. 

Having no requests for time, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

agreeing to the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HOLMES of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the RECORD and include a let
ter he received from the President of the 
United States, and his reply thereto. 
NAVY DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 

1947 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 6496) making appro
priations for the Navy D~partment and 
the naval service for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1947, and for other purposes. 

Pending that motion I wish to see if 
we can reach an agreement on time for 
general debate. -What does the gentle
man from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY] sug
gest? 

Mr. PLUMLEY. In view of the im
portance of the measure I think we ought 
to have not less than 3 hours. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. , That is agreeable 
to me. 

Mr. Speaket, 1 ask unanimous consent 
that general debate be limited t<.. 3·hours; 
the time to be equally divided and to be 
controlled by the gentleman from Ver-. 
mont and myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly· the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H. R. 6496, the 
Navy Department appropriation bill, 
1947, With Mr. STIGLER in the chair. 

The Clerk read the titlE> of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself 40 minutes. 
The CHNIRMAN. The gentleman 

from California is recognized for 40 
minutes. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my privilege to bring to the floor of the 
House today the annual appropriation 
bill for the Navy for the fiscal year 1947. 

For 7 weeks, the Navy Subcommittee 
. held hearings starting at 10 each morn
ing, allowing about an hour for lunch, 

and then carrying through until 5 o'clock 
or later each afternoon. The pace was a 
trying one and the result of our · labors 
you will find · encompassed in the two 
volumes of hearings: one on the Navy 
consisting of something over 2,000 
printed pages, and the other on the 
United States Maritime Commission and 
War Shipping Administration involving 
over 600 pages. I believe I am correct in 
saying that this is the most voluminous 
hearing ever published by any subcom
mittee in the entire history of the Ap
propriations Committee. 

It is my extremely happy mission to 
inform you that·the bill that is presented 
herewith represents the unanimous con
sidered judgment of the subcommittee 
as to the monetary allowances that 
should be made for the opera'tion of our 
Navy during the fiscal year 1947. 
· I can truthfully say that if I were given 
complete freedom of choice in the matter 
of the composition of the subcommittee 
of which I am privileged to be chairman, 
I could not possibly have chosen a more 
able, industrious, and, withal, agreeable 
group of men as presently constitutes the 
subcommittee. My Democratic col
leagues, Mr. THOMAs of Texas, Mr. CoF
FEE, of Washington; and Mr. D'ALE
SANDRO, of Maryland; and my Republican 
colleagues, Mr. PLUMLEY, Of Vermont; 
Mr. JoHNsoN of Indiana; and Mr. 
PLOESER, of Missouri, have all worked as 
one team in arriving at resolutions re
specting the sums to be allowed and the 
policy considerations to be adopted as 

. committee recommendations. Differ
ences 'Of opinion we have .had, of course, 
but those differences have been sub
merged in the whole to the extent that · 
by fair compromise on the few items that 
were in dispute we can now come to you 
with a completely united front, both 
Democrats and Republicans, and ask you 
to endorse the recommendations that we 
have most laboriously contrived. ·-

Before giving you the principal high 
lights of our action, I think i~ most ap
propriate and fitting that I should say a 
word about John Pugh, whom all of the 
Members of this House have come to 
know, love, and admire. Mr. Pugh, who 
served this subcommittee as executive 
secretary so faithfully, has rendered a 
public service in Congress that goes back 
to 1914, when he first handled the Navy 
appropriations for the Senate Naval Af
fairs Committee. In 1918 he was as
signed to the House Naval Affairs Com
mittee and charged with the responsi
bility of counseling tl~at committee on 
appropriations for the Navy Department. · 
In 1.921 Mr. Pugh was transferred to the 
House Appropriations Committee and 
from that date .on to and including the 
fiscal year of 1946 he served the · Navy 
Appropriations Subcommittee, giving it 
the benefit of his wisdom and experience · 
in drafting annual appropriation acts. 
His record shows 31 years of uninter
rupted service to the membership of the 
Senate and House, and 1 do not believe 
there is a man who has a firmer grasp 
of the organization, laws, regulations, 
and operating procedures of the Navy 
Department than Mr. Pugh. Not so· long 
ago he succeeded Mr. Mark Sheild, who 
resigned, and this subcommittee's loss is 
the full Appropriations Committee's gain 

/ 

as Mr: Pugh presently continues to give 
the entire Appropriations Committee ·in 
the Congress the benefit of his past ex
perience and mature judgment which 
he has gained in his thirty-odd years of 
service to the Congress. 

Mr. Pugh's position with this subcom
mittee as its executive secretary was 
taken over by Mr. Jack McFall, whom 
you all know was recently released from 
Navy service. This committee wants to 
pay its compliments to Mr. McFall for 
the splendid manner in which he has 
taken over the executive secretary duties. 
All through our hearin'gs, irrespective of 
long hours involved, Mr. McFall has been 
a bulwark of support arid intelligent co
operation. 

The Budget estimates submitted by the 
President for the operation of the Navy 
Department and naval establishments 
during the next fiscal yea:r total $4,265,-
399,000. Of this, all but $500,000,000 
would be met directly by appropriatjons 
from the Treasury. The $500,000,000 
would be made available by transfer to 
the item "Pay and allowances" from the 
naval stock fund account. In addition 
to such sum of $4,265,399,000, submission 
proposes the grant to the Bureau of 
Aeronautics of contractual authority of 
$275,000,000 toward carrying out the 
naval aircraft procure~ent program in 
the next fiscal year. 

As the bill is presented to you-and 
these figures are all shown in the tabu
lar statement in the report accompany
ing the bill-the actual cash outlay from 
the Treasury will be increased by ap
proximately $375,000,000 over and above 
the Budget estimates if the recommen
dations of the committee are ·approved. 
I want to dwell on this $375,000,000 in
crease, ho"<vever, for just a moment be
cause the committee has taken action 
respecting existing and requested con
tractual authority that will serve to more 
than offset this additional cash commit
ment.· 

For some time the committee has 
looked with growing disfavor . upon the 
procedure of granting contractual au
thority to the Navy Department, or 'to 
any other department, for that' matter, 
although our responsibility is, of course, 
limited to the Navy. During the war it 
was not thought to be the better part of 
wisdom to interfere with the custom of 
providing their . contractual authority 
which serves to obligate the Government 
to future outlay of funds to liquidate 
the legal commitments growing out of 
such contractual authority. _ Now, how
ever, in the first peacetime year of oper
ation, it is thought we have reached a 
most appropriate time to reverse the p·ast 
procedure and put the Navy on a cash 
basis. At best, Government finances are 
~:;xtremely involved, and even those 
among us who are supposed to be experts 
in our own individual fields find our
selves at a complete loss to try to keep 
our ·fingers on the maze of legislative 
authorizations, contractual authority, 
and appropriations that are made. 
What position, therefore, must the hum
ble citizen be in when he endeavors to 
understand how his Government oper
ates? I feel it to be the definite obliga
tion of those of us charged with han
dling the financial end of our Govern-



1946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 5533 
ment's operations to do everything pos-· 
sible to clarify the Government account
ing picture to the end that there may be 
a greater facility of understanding and 
the interested taxpayer may have some 
reasonable understanding of how the 
various financial phases of his Govern
ment operate. To effectuate our ideas on 
this subject,. therefore, the committee is 
recommending the repeal of existing 
contractual authority now on .the 'books, 
amounting to an estimated $147,000,000, 
and at the same time is disallowing an 
additional request of $275,000,000 of con
tractual authority for the Bureau of 
Aeronautics. Adding thr.se two sums, we 
arrive at a figure of $422,000,000, repre
senting contractual obligatbns that will 
be dispensed with. If we offset this 
figure, then, against the three-hundred
and-seventy-five-million-odd dollars in 
cash over the Budget estimates, we find 
that there will actually be a differential of 
some $45,000,000 on the side of the prin
ciple of economy. 

Now, I want to give the House a pic
ture of just what is involved by way of 
the size of the Navy in the committee 
action that has been taken. 

The Navy Department, in submitting 
its request for ~unds to the Bureau of the 
Budget, based its estimates upon an op
erating force plan called 1-A. This plan 

-contemplated that the Navy would ad
just its demobilization program, which 
terminates on September 1 of this year, 
in such a fashion as to provide for an · 
average complement of 542,000 enlisted 
men and 83,500. officers for the entire 
fiscal year. Note that this is an average 
strength. In order to meet these aver
age figures, it was planned to start the 
fiscal vear with approximately 1,000,000 
enlisted men and 105,000 officers, grad
ually reducing the force until at the end 
of the fiscal year 1947 there would have 
been an enlisted strength of 500,000 men 
and 58,000 officers. Under this 1-A plan 
the active fleet would have been com
posed of 319. major combatant vessels, 
with 73 in the . reserve fleet, and 687 in 
the inactive fleet. · 

I might say parenthetically in this 
connection, and I know it will be of in
terest to the House, that it is proposEd to 
man the active fleet with a peacetime 
complement that, hi nl;lmbers, would be 
approximately 70 percent of the wartime 
complement, the Reserve fleet would 
carry a 30-percent peacetime comple
ment, and the inactive fleet about 10 
percent of wartime numbers. This op
erating force plan 1-A was submitted by 
the Navy to the President and his bud
getary authorities, and following the ac
tion taken by the President, reductions 
in funds aggregating approximately $2,-
000,WO,OOO were made and the Navy, to 
meet these reductions, devised operating 
force plan 2. This plan provided for an 
average enlisted strength of 500,000 en
listed men with 58,000 officers. By ac
celerating demobilization, it was pro
posed under this plan 2, to start the fis
cal year 1947 with 950,000 enlisted men 
and 105,000 officers, gradually reducing 
the strength throughout the fiscal year 
to an end-year total of 437,000 enlisted 
men and 58,800 officers. It became nec
ess~try, under the Budget reductions, to 
cut the active fleet from 319 major com-

batant ships to 291; to reduce the Re
serve fleet from 73 to 42, and the inac
tive fleet from 687 to 632. So much for 
the picture that was presented to the 
committee as regards the two plans pro-

. posed for operation of the fleet during 
the next fiscal year. . 

Afl,er hearing all of the major officials 
of the Navy Department and soliciting 
their views on the over-all question of 
the adequacy of the funds in plan 2 to 
provide a Navy that would insure the 
national security, the committee reached 
a unanimous conclusion that some means 
must be devised to increase the fighting 
ability of the fleet, particularly in view 
of the present international picture and 
its potentialities. Sifting the problem 
down to its ultimate factors, there were 
two ways open to achieve an expanded 
Navy. The first was to place additional 
funds in the bill to add men and ships in 
such numbers as to brin3 the appropria
tions up to the figure of over $6.000,000,-
000 requested to effectuate plan 1-A. The 
alternative to this course was to expand 
our Naval and Marine Corps Reserve tn 
such a fashion and to such a degree as 
to provide an immediately ready, highly 
trained Organized Reserve that could 
step into the breach if and when any 
emergency should come to pass. The 
committee recommends to you that you 
adopt this latter course in the firm .· be
lief that not alone will the principle of 
economy be serv.ed, but at the same time, 
we will be implementing our Navy and 
Marine Corps with a trained manpower 
of immediate and potential use that will 
serve satisfactorily, in the opinion of the 
~ommittee, to meet the deficiencies in 
manpower that are part and parcel of 
operating force plan 2. 

Now I want to tell you just how we pro
pose to build up an aggressive Organized 
Reserve in both the Navy and the .Ma
rine Corps. For the Naval Reserve, we 
have increased the Budget estimate by 
about $55,000,000. This action will per
mit the training of approximately 55,000 
additional men and 3,000 additional offi
cers in the Reserve, both for the fleet and 
for aviation, and, at the same time, these 
increased funds will permit a much more 
intensified program of training for the 
entire Organized Reserve than was pos
sible under plan 2. As regards the vol
unteer Reserve, we propose to have the 
Navy give a 2~weeks' cruise for some 60,-
000 officers and men of this group, which 
cruise will prove an opportunity for these 
reservists to get in their sea time and 
keep abreast of developments in their 
various specialized ratings and profes
sions aboard ship. We are proposing to 
allocate about $10,000,000 of the increase 
recommended in order that ships may ' 
be moored at various locations situated 
on salt water or navigable streams, which 
ships can then be used as training bases. 
At interior points in the country, these 
training facilities will be contrived by 
either improving existing armories or 
assembling and setting up Quonset huts 
as armories. 

A word now about what we have done 
with the Marine Corps Reserve program. 
In brief, we have doUbled it. If you ap
prove our recommendation, you will 
make it possible to give some type of 
Reserve training to approximately 60,-

000 officers and men of. the Marine Corps, 
whereas, under plan ·2, only half that 
number could receive training. As with 
the Naval Reserve, the· additional funds 
will also permit an intensification of 
training as well as increasing the num
bers to be trained. The committeee be
lieves that this proposal to augment and 
intensify the Marine Corps Reserve 
training program will meet with the en
thusiastic approbation of the American 
people. The sentimental attachment of 
the people for this Corps is deeply 
rooted, and its deeds during the past war 
are, of course, extolled by us all. The 
Marine Corps pointed the way to modern 
methods of amphibious warfare, and the 
Corps rightfully prides ~tself on having 
been in the lead in the matter of devel
oping amphibious tactics. The size of 
the Marine Corps is fixed by law at 
100,000 men and 7,000 officers. Funds are 
in the bill to sustain these numbers. I 
earnestly solicit your support to step up 
this Reserve training program so that 
we will have a backlog of ready-to-go 
marines should the course of our na
tional destiny force us to call upon them 
again for their aid. 

The net effect, if you approve the 
committee plan for both the Navy and 
Marine Corps Reserve activity, will be to 
provide sufficient manpower in a re
serve status to man the fleet in time 
of emergency and supply a mobile, effec
tive Marine Corps Reserve rather than 
increasing the size of the Naval Estab
lishment beyond the limits set forth in 
plan 2. So much for that subject. 

Now I want to touch on the action that 
we have taken respecting the funds al
lowed for research. We are providing a 
total in the bill under the various bu
reau headings of approximately $250,-
000,000 for research and development as 
to ships, guns, planes, and all the other 
paraphernalia that go into the making 
of a strong, up-to-date, highly efficient 
Navy. We have increased the Budget 
estimates by approximately $40,000,000 
in the fields of research and develop
ment. We want to step up our program 
of pure research as well as to permit a 
full program of experiment and develop
ment of various materials and equip
ment that hold promise of lending to 
more efficient operation of our Naval Es
tablishment. We must not, under any 
·circumstances, lag behind any other na
tion in developing the very finest and 
most up-to-date equipment possible. 
In the field of pure research, we must dil
igently plod, ever hoping that at one 
turn of a hand a whole new principle 
of action or of use rna~· Cevelop. We 
cannot stand still; we must move, and 
move under the guiding genius of the 
best scientific minds that this Nation 
affords. This objective we propose to 
serve with the f1,mds that we provide for 
this research and development ·work. 
Some of these additional research funds 
will be used to step up the program of 
the Naval Research Laboratory, the ac
tivities of which have always been a mat
ter of sympathetic concern to our com
mittee. Some of the funds will be used 
to further develop rr.ock-up and train
ing devices for all of the bureaus of the 



5534 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MAY 23 
Navy Department. These training de
vices save millions of dollars in train
ing costs, as otherwise it would be neces
sary to use operational equipment for 
the training which, in turn, means 
ls.rge expenditure of maintenance anu 
operating funds. Also, there is another 
advantage in these trainjng devices that 
transcends any money considerations, 
and that is in the saving of life that 
naturally results when it no longer be
comes ·necessary to subject Navy per
sonnel to the hazards of operational 
training as a means of properly qualify
ing them for their work. 

Now I want to advert for a moment to 
a subject that is very close to me both 
personally and efficially, as chairman of 
the committee. I refer to the matter of 
the disposal of surplus materials. 

Upon scrutinizing the appropriations 
which we had under consideration ~t 
the time of the hearings, the ·bill dis
closed some $30,700,000 of fu'l"l.ds pro
posed to be appropriated in the bill to 
the various component units of the Navy 
which wou~d under proposed procedure 
be used for the express purpose of car
ing for surplus naval properties which 
would be officially declared surplus and 
the title to which, upon such declara
tion, Will automatically be vested in the 
War Assets Adminirtration or other 
surplus-disposal a~encies. This commit
tee has definitely exerted every effort 
to establish strict interdepartmental 
accountability in and among the de
partments of the Navy The commit
tee was at a loss to understand why the 
appropriations for the War Assets Ad
ministration should be presented in a 
naval appropriation bill. If this proce
dure were to be followed out, the War 
Assets Administration would not be 
subject to strict accountatility for the 
moneys it expended and money it re
turned to the Federal Treasury. _ 

Further, your chairman of this sub
committee along with many other Mem
bers of the Congress have constantly 
received complaints as to the manner 
in which the War Assets Administration 
was disposing of the surplus under its 
cognizancL . 

I have been reliably informed that 
priorities are being used for jeeps, trucks, 
and sundry other surplus materials far 
in excess of the War Assets Administra-

. tion's ability to deliver. We called Gen
eral Gregory and he brought several 
members of his staff before the commit- -
tee: and we were advised by him that 
this money arrangement had been en
tered into by and between the War As
sets Administration and the Bureau of 
the Budget. After c.onsiderable discus
sion witn the general and his staff, it 
was definitely established that they did 
not have a thorough knowledge of their 
inventory or manner in which that in
ventory was to be disposed of. Conse
quel1tly, as soon as the hearings were 
over, your chairman took a plane to the 
west coast and checked in a series of 
War Assets Administration depots .and 
the manner in which their surpluses 
were being handled. In Portland, Oreg., 
we found the War Assets Administration 
had a man in charge who was better 
posted on procedure than was found in 
previous projects investigated. Your 

chairman of this subcommittee found in 
San Francisco, Oakland, and other de
pots that the personnel was so involved 
in directives that no one could function 
to any degree of certainty in the dispos
ing of surplus under their cognizance. 

Port dueneme, Calif., was set · up as 
a guinea pig of disposal procedure. 
There your chairman founcl approxi
mately 80 percent of the material at 
that depot had never been used and 
cost to the Government could be readily 
establis:bed, and yet transforri:l~rs, a 
tremendous amount of cable, electrical 
supplies, and housing supplies that are 
so definitely needed were not being dis
posed of with any degree of expedition. 
The entire situation which I canvassed 
represented chaos and red tape beyond 
comprehension. 

At the present time, the public is de
manding a right to procure the surpluses 
and the surpluses are available. All the 
program needs is simplicity of operation 
and someone in authority who will per
mit those in charge of the local disposal · 
depots to dispense with much of the sur
plus matetials into our present economy; 
whereas, if the present method of the 
War Assets Administration is to continue, 
the surplus materials will riot be in the 
pubiic's hands and when production gets 
underway the surplus disposition wi11 
have to discontinue or it will impede em
ployment and again will cause economic 
chaos, while if expedited now to a recep
tive public it could be gotten out of the 
way and reasonable returns to the Fed
eral Treasury made available. I strong
ly recommend that a better method of 
the disposal of surplus materials be 
worked out by General Gregory and his 
staff in a more expeditious manner if 
they are to fulfill their responsibility to 
the Government in the positions which 
they occupy. 

In. Los Angeles I found two gentlemen, 
Messrs. William Johnson and John F. 
Taggert, who are very capable men and 
if they were not surrounded by contro
versial directives I feel they would be 
capable 'of rendering a splendid service. 
Others whom I encountered in the 
southern California area are not, in my 
opinion, capable of responding to the re
quirements o ~ the positions which they 
hold. 

I have given you a brief , picture of 
just what constitutes this surplus prop
erty disposal program as far as the Navy 
is concerned, and I have indicated how 
the Navy is being charged with ineffi
ciency regarding these materials when, 
in fact, the Navy has nothing in the 
world to do with them once they have 
been declared surplus and become the 
property of the War Assets Administra
tion. 

The comwittee does not intend to 
further countenance the idea of having 
the Navy Department bear the cost of 
maintaining and warehousing these sur
plus materials for the benefit of any 
disposal agency of the Government when 
the surplus belongs to another agency. 
Therefore, we have inserted a limita
tion in the bill that will prevent the use 
of any appropriated funds to pay for 
maintenance of surplus property after 
it has been officially declared surplus un
less the disposal agency, on whose ac-

count it is held, shall reimburse the ap
propriations f01 the cost of such care 
and handling bs the Navy. There is no 
reason in the world why the War Assets 
Administration or any other Government 
surplus agency should not bear these 
costs that should be considered and made 
a part of any accounting that deals with 
the financial picture and net return to 
the Government on its surplus disposal 
program. Warehouse storage costs can 
easily be appo..rtioned on a square-foot 
basis as between naval and surplus goods, 
and the surplus agency be made to bear 
its proportionate share of the cost. 

In the report accompanying the bill, 
the committee has made several sugges
tions to the Navy Department which it 
is hoped will be useful in improving ad
ministrative procedures and practices. 
I will not take the time of the House to 
go into these recommendations in de
tail, but woull. suggest that the Members 
read the report if they are interested in 
what the committee is continually trying 
to do in conjunction with naval officials 
to raise the level of efficient operation in 
the Navy. ' 

I do want, however, to refer briefly to 
one subject that we intend to press to the 
limit and that is the matter of insuring 
a more strict accountability for appro
priated funds. During the war it was, of 
course, necessary to let the bars down in 
a large degree in order that we could get 
the job done as quickly as possible. 
There is no longer, however, any justi
fication why we should not have strict 
accountability for all expenditures of 
funds that the Congress provides. We 
have already made several steps in the 
direction of accomplishing this de~ign, 
and I can assure the membership of the 
House that we have afoot further plans 
that we hope to bring into fruition at a 
later date. 

As a passing reference that I think 
merits comment, I want tc call tht:: atten
tion of the House to the fact that the 
Navy has compiled quite an enviable rec
ord in · the handling of naval prisoners. 
Out of 61,000 naval prisoners receiving 
general court-martial sentences from 
Pearl Harbor day to the end of Decem
ber of last year, 82Y2 percent have al
ready been restored to duty. By the use 

· of these prison~rs for certain types of 
labor, it is estimated that there has been 
a saving to the Government of some 
$6,300,000, which otherwise would have 
to have been expended to perform the 
labor involved. I commend this per
formance. 

I also want to advert a moment to the 
matter of contract renegotiation and 
settlement. Up to the time of the hear
ings the Navy had effected settlement on 
some 37,000 of the total number of 52 ,000 
contracts to be settled. Fifteen thousand · 
remain yet to be disposed of. These un
settled contracts represent a total con
tract value of about $9,000,000,000. This 
is a highly complex and difficult task, 
but one which it appears the Navy is ac
quitting with manifest concern for the 
interest of both the contractor and the 
taxpayer. 

Previously I referred to the action the 
committee had taken in eliminating con
tractual authority. One of the two items 
affected by our action in this regard was 



1946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOl}SE 5535 
the provision for public works. We have 
inserted a provision in the bill that will 
repeal all outstanding contractual au
thority for public wmks that will remain 
unobligated as of July 1, 1946. It is esti
mated that this sum will total about 
$147,000,000. In lieu thereof we are rec
ommending cash appropriations of ap
proximately $143,000,000 divided as be
t ween domestic construction and foreign 
use. The sixty-three-and-odd-million 
dollars carried for the foreign construc
tion will be devoted primarily to the con
struction of housing units for the officers 
and men in the advanced base areas. 
Advance base depot operations and 
maintenance of overseas bases are also 
provided for under this heading. 

For domestic public works we are pro
viding an appropriation of $83,000,000, 
which will be used for several small con
struction projects on the various naval 
and air bases in the United States and 
will also permit the construction of four 
naval hospitals in the United States, one 
on the west coast, one on the east coast, 
and two in the Middle West. This hos
pital construction is just one step in the 
over-all program of providing several 
thousand additional beds to take care of 
war casualties. 

I want to direct your attention to an 
item in the bill of $9,600,000 for a pro
gram of exploring for oil in Naval Petro
leum Reserve No.4 in Alaska. The com
mittee went into this subject very exten
sively wit~1 many of the officials of the 
Navy Department, both technical and 
administrative, that will be engaged in 
handling this project. All scientific indi
cations point to the fact that we have 
at our Alaskan doorstep a vast reserve 
of oil that will be of tremendous value 
to us as a wartime reserve. I am sure 
there is no necessity to go into any 
lengthy discussion as to the value, from 
the standpoint of national security, of 
sizable oil reserves. We see around us 
every day in all countries of the world, 
the eternal search for oil and the many 
political complications that it brings in 
its wake. I call your attention to' Russia 

· in Iran. Certain!~ the wisdom of a na
tional policy directed at ascertaining the 
extent of any oil reserves that w·e might 
have at present in territory u,nder our 
own national control is not open to any 
argument whatever. Therefore, we pro
pose to set up a 3-year program aimed 
at securing positive scientific data as to 
the amount of oil that might be avail
able in the far northern Alaskan area 
which oil, should national necessity over
take us, would be of untold value as a 
national resource. I want to make it 
clear that the program is only one of 
exploration. After we find out what we 
have up in that area, then the econo
mists, geologists, transportation experts, 
and so forth, can compose their thoughts 
and work out the economics of its con
servation or use. Those are questions 
postponed until the future and can be 
settled ohly after we know just what 
reserves may be lound to exist. 

Under the Bureau of Medicine and 
Surgery, we are allowing $31,500,000 
which is the amount of the Budget esti
mate. By the end of the fiscal year 1947, 
the Bureau of Medicine and Surge..ry 
will be oper,ating 34 naval hospitals with-

in the United States and 12 outside. The 
1947 program calis for a bed capacity 
of 35,500 with a daily patient load of 
21,300. For every 1;000 postwa1 strength 
of the Navy, we are making provision 
for six and one-half medical officers, two 
dental officers, and four nurses. The 
committee has made it very clear in the 
report on the bill that it unanimously 
disapproves any policy aimed at con
structing with naval funds any hospital 
facilities that will be taken over by any 
other agency of the Government after 
its construction. We take the position, 
and I am sure the House will agree that 
it is both a reasonable an<l a desirable 
one, that each department of Govern
ment must stand on its own feet as re
gards its appropriations and that we 
must avoid any procedure whereby we 
inc-ur charges for one department for 
the benefit of another. To indulge such 
a practice is to hopelessly confuse proper 
accounting and accountability. 

The committee is asking you to appro
priate $245,GOO,OOO for the Bureau of 
Ordnance, of which amount approxi
mately $77,000,000 will be used in install
ing up-to-date ordnance in the fleet. In
cluded in the increase for research, to 
which i alluded previously, is an item 
of $10,000,000 for ordnance research 
aimed at stimulating the program of re
search and development in guns, ammu
nition, and their ordnance counterparts. 

The Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
is the beneficiary of about $1,904,000,000 
in recommended appropriations. The 
largest item under this head is the item 
for pay and cubsistence of all naval uni
formed personnel. We made ll. reduc
tion of about $25,50J,OOO in the appro
priation ''Maintenance, Bureau of Sup
plies and Accounts," this sum being an 

· estimate of the charges that would inure 
to this Bureau in taking care of surplus 
materials for the account of Government 
surplus disposal agencies. As I stated 
before, the committee does not intend 
to countenance the practice of having 
one department of Government pay an
other department's just costs. There
fore. we have deleted this sum from the 
bill. 

Under the Bureau of Aeronautics head
ing in the bill, we are substituting a cash 
appropriation of . $200,000,000 for air
craft procurement in place of a request 
for additional contractual authority of 
$275,000,000. Included in the total rec
ommended allowance of $805 ,760,000 for 
this Bureau, $310,000,000 will be avail~ 
able for carrying on the aircraft and 
aircraft accessory procurement program 
which will supply us a total of 1,359 new 
naval planes next year. Altogether, we 
will have about 9,000 Navy and Marine 
Corps planes in operation next year, plus 
1,600 aircraft for training the Naval Re
serve. We are providing for storage of 
2,500 planes which will be gradually used 
up over a 3-year period. About $100,000,- · 
000 of the appropriation will be used for 
research and development in the vast 
field of aeronautics as it applies par
ticularly to naval participation therein. 

For the Bureau of Ships, we are pro
posing an appropriation of $443,750,000. 
This sum, if granted, will be sufficient to 
provide all maintenance and operating 
expenses of the fleet under the cognizance 

. of this Bureau and will permit the Bureau 
to augment its research program by an 
additional $10,000,000 which the commit
tee has inserted in the bill in consonance 
with the policy heretofore defined of 
bolstering the research and development 
program throughout the Department: 

We are providing $350,000,000 for con
struction of combatant ships. This pro
gram is in compliance with the recent 
action of the Congress in enlarging the 
scope of the construction program by re
quiring the completion of all combatant 
ships 20 percent or more completed. To 
finish this program will require a future 
outlay in appropriations of approxi
mately $150,000,000. 

Our Marine Corps will be held at the 
maximum authorized strength of 100,00(} 
men and 7,000 officers. The increase of 
about $12,600,000 which appears under 
the Marine Corps heading in the bill is 
attributable almost entirely to the pro
gram of doubling the Reserves which I 
previously explained at some length. 

One major reduction made by the 
committee is in the sala !'ies of civilian 
employees in the Navy Department and 
Marine Corps headquarters in Washing
ton. The budget had proposed funds 
under the various bureau~ and offices suf
ficient to pay the compensation of ap
proximately 14,000 civilian employees. 
The committee sifted thro11gh these re
quests with a fine-tooth comb with the 
result that we have shaken them down 
'by something approximating 15 percent 
so that in effect, we have cut out about 
2,000 civilian eDJ.p~oyees, ':< hich means a 
saving of approximately $!:,500,000.• This. 
is one of the few place in the bill where 
the committee feels that a reduction is 
justified, so we used the paring knife ac
cordingly. 

I could go on for a considerable period 
of time explaining all of the various. 
minor changes made by the committee 
in the various budget estimates; how
ever, I do not feel justified in trespassing 
on the time of the House to go into too 
great detail. The accompanying report 
on the bill is quite detailed in its nature, 
and I think will answer any questions of 
the membership as to why any particular 
committee action was taken. 

Now I want to turn for a few minutes to 
the matter of the resolution had by the 
committee on the Budget Bureau pro-. 
posals for operation of the United States 
Maritime Commission and the War Ship
ping Administration during the next fis
cal year. This is the first time that the 
Navy subcommittee has been charged 
with the responsibility of making p~o
visions for these two large arid highly 
ramified agencies of the Government. 
We spend about 10 days in constant 
hearings with the officials of both of 
these agencies, and I th~nk you will find 
in the hearings which are available for 
the perusal of the House that we con
ducted quite a thorough examination. of 
their operations-past, present, and 
future. 

No appropriations are involved for 
these agencies; the Maritime Commis
sion operates by dint of a construction 
fund, which is revolVing in nature, and 
all receipts from the sale of ships go into 
the fund, . and the construction and op
erating costs of the Commission are paid 
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therefrom. The Maritime Commission 
was set .UP as a result of the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1936, which was subse
quently amended, and is engaged in 
handling a long-range ship-construction 
program aimed at insuring our proper 
competitive position in world trade routes. 

The War Shipping Administration, on 
the other hand, came into being as a 
result of Ex,ecutive orders issued by the 
President. A special fund was set up, 
which is called the War Shipping Admin
istration revolving fund , and into which 
appropriations have from time to time 
been made, This agenpy is strictly an 
operating unit and engages itself in the 
vast program of operating ships to all 
parts of the world as well as intercoastal 
and coastwtde services for purposes of 
UNRRA, the Army, the Navy, and for 
commercial requirements. Supported in 
its conclusions by both the Comptroller 
General of the United States and certain 
responsible officials of both the Maritime 
Commission and the War Shipping Ad
ministration, the committee has decided 
to propose a consolidation of these two 
agencies. The War Shipping Admin
istration was given its independent lease 
on life by the Executive orders referred 
to solely that it might have more admin
istrative freedom of action during the 
war yea1~s in carrying on its gigantic task 
of operating the wartime fleet. The reas
ons that justified the establishment of 
this unit as a separate agency during 
wartime no longer exist. The Maritime 
Commission is fully qualified to handle 
the operation of ships as wen as the con
struction of them. In order to avoid any 
administrative confusion, the committee 
proposal to effect this consolidation leaves 
the two fun~ exactly as they are at the 
present time, separate and distinct from 
each other. and merely transfers the 
powers, duties, prerogatives, . personnel, 
and property of the War Shipping Ad
ministrator to the Maritime Commission. 
The committee is convinced -' that some 
economy will result from this move, but 
better still, there will be a coordination 
of the construction· and the operating pro
grams at the points at which they inter
mesh to a much greater degree than is 
possible or likely urider the existing ar
rangement. 

The Budget recommendations were di
rected at limiting the amount of money 
for administrative expenses that could 
be expended out of each of these two 
funds. After thoroughly examining all 
of the Bureau heads as to their person
nel requirements, the committee became 
convinced that the limitations made by 
the Budget on administrative expenses 
were too liberal; therefore, we have coun
teracted this authority in the case of 
each agency and in addition thereto we 
have placed a series Qf limitations upon 
the amount that may be expended by · 
both the War Shipping Administration 
and the Maritime Commission-if the 
committee recommendation is approved, 
the expenditures, of course, will be made · 
·by the Maritime Commission-under the 
various categories of operating expense 
incident to the 1947 fiscal year program 
of operating about 1,300 ships on 12,000 
voyages, carrying 132,000,000 tons of 
cargo. One of the items that we have 
cut deeply into is that for expenses of 

charter by the Government of private 
vessels. The effect of the cuts we made 
will be to compel the Commission to do 
away with vess_el chartering by August 1 
of the present calendar year. The other 
limitations that we have placed in the 
bill on the amount of funds that may be 
expended for various operations are 
aimed at getting the Government out of 
the steamship business about twice as 
quickly as anticipated by the War Ship
ping· Administration. . There are certain 
intercoastwise services to United States 
Territories that apparently must be 
maint.ained by the Government until new 
schedules of freight rates can be ap
proved that will make these trade routes 
compensatory as regards private opera
tion. In the main, however, the com
mittee believes that we can move much 
quicker than the program of the War 
Shipping Administration calls for in rid
ding ourselves of the Government-owned 
fleet of ships and getting them back in 
the hands of private owners who can 
profitably operate them. To achieve this 
end, we are proposing the liquidation of 
the War Shipping Administration by De
cember 31, 1946, and to cover their un
obligated balances into the Treasury on 
that date. 

I am confident that the membership 
of the House will be glad to know that we 
are ultimately going to have a vast laid
up merchant fleet of something over 3,000 
vessels, which, as a result of new pre
servative methods, can be placed in a 
satisfactory stand-by condition and 
within. a reasonably short time be placed 
in full operation if national necessity re-
quires. ' -

Before closing, I want to revert to the 
action the committee has taken with 
respect to the request of the War Ship
ping Administration for funds to train 
men in and for o'ur merchant marine. 
The Budget estimates provided $9,000,-
000 which sum was to be transferred 
from the War Shipping Administration 
revolving fund and used for a program 
of training about 11,200 men who will 
compose our peacetime merchant ma
rine of approximately 110,000. This pro
gram involves original, upgrading, and 
retraining classes. The maritime train
ing officers asked the Budget for ap
proximately $31,000,000 to carry out a 
program designed to train about four 
times the number of n:en that it would be 
possible to train with the amount allowed 
by the Budget. If the Budget action 
had been allowed to stand, it would have 
meant the closing of two officers' train
ing schools, one cadet sct10ol, all gradu
ate stations, ·several upgrading schools, 
and a drastic reduction in the number 
of trainees at the remaining training 
institutions that could continue to oper
ate under the reduced program. Fur
ther than that, the Budget submission 
would have necessitated discontinuance 
of the payments of approximately $65 
per month to cadets in thP. 52 univer
sities operating State maritime acad
emies. This $65 represents a subsistence 
and compensation paym~nt. The com
mittee has taken the position that we 
must carry on a more extensive pro
gram of training of cadets and in-service 
training for our merchant marine. 
Every important maritime nation in the 

world recognizes the necessity of the 
government providing, training vessels 
whereby the operating efficiency of the 
merchant marine may be enhanced. 
Both Government economy and efficiency 
of merchant marine operations demand 
that we have a well-trained merchant 
marine capable of holding its own in 
world maritime competition. Again, to 
whatever extent we give expanded train
ing to young men who plan to make the 
sea their career, we are .at the same time 
serving the needs of our national de
fense and national security by providing 
a reservoir of trained manpower that will 
.be available for us to efficiently man our 
merchant :fieet if and when a need shall 
arise. The committee, , therefore, has 
increased .the recommendation of the 
Budget from $9,000,000 to $15,000,000 
looking toward the consummation of an 
expanded training program. With the 
additional funds, it will be possible to 
train approximately 19,000 men and 
existing educational units and facilities 
now used in the training will remain 
open and operative. Furthermore, it 
will be possible to continue on into the 
fiscal year 1947 the present policy of 
paying the trainees in the State maritime 
academies the $65 monthly payment 
referred to. 

I hope I have not unduly transgressed 
on the patience of the House in sub
mitting the foregoing thoughts and 
high lights of the committee action 
taken on the larger items in the Navy 
appropriation ·bill that you have before 
you. If we have erred in our judgment, 
I can definitely assure you it was through 
no lack of conscientious and sincere de
sire to serve the national good in the 
most efficient way that we co.uld devis.e. 
As chairman of the committee, there
fore, I earnestly solicit the support of the 
House membership when the bill is taken 
under consideration, following general 
debate, and I sincerely thank you for 
your patient and courteous deference to 
my remarks. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may desire. 

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished 
chairman of the Naval Subcommittee on 
Appropriations for Navy has told you 
of the salient provisions of this bill in a 
very clear and illuminating manner. I 
endose his statements nonpartisanly 
and 100 percent. 

He has very splendidly supplemented 
the subcommittee's report, which, I am 
happy to say, is an unanimous report of 
liis subcommittee. We have compro
mised such differences of opinion, not 

... principles, as arose during some 6 weeks' 
sessions, when we drafted the bill. We 
come to you with a solid front. We have 
made possible an adequate an~ sufficient 
Navy. We have not sunk the Navy. The 
record proves the contrary, as does the 
bill. 

Probably I should rightly exclude from 
unanimity of action our beloved col
league, the gentleman from Indiana, Mr. 
NoBLE JoHNSON, because, as you all 
know, before we finished our labors in 
readying this measure for presentation 
he and his dear wife were victims of an 
accident in which they were seriously 
injured. I believe, however; that if the 
gentleman from Indiana, Mr. NoBLE 
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JoHNsoN, were here he would endorse 
this bill, since it properly takes care of 
the Navy in this period of transition, 
according to his often-expressed desire. 
He has always been a stanch supporter 
of an adequate and efficient" sea arm. 
The subcommittee long has leaned wisely 
upon his judgment and counsel and al
ways to its advantage. He has always 
been for a program of defense found in 
the right arm the Navy affords. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the tenth regular 
annua.l naval appropriation bill with 
which I have been directly associated. 
I became a member of the naval sub
committee at the commencement of the 
first session· of the Seventy-fifth Con
gress, so long ago, as it seems, and served 
on the subcommittee, headed by our for
mer colleague, Bill Umstead, of North 
Carolina, which shaped the appropria
tion bill for the fiscal year 1938. Mr. 

. Umstead was an outstandingly able 
chairman, succeeded as chairman by my 
very close and dear friend, the late Jim 
f ·crugham, of Nevada, with whom 1 trav
eled miles by air and sea and land in the 
interest of the Navy, than whom the 
Navy never had a better friend, and by 
om present outstandingly able chairman, 
the geutlem~n from California, HARRY 
SHEPPARD, who followed Jim Scrugham. 

I mean "able" when I talk about Chair
man SHEPPARD, for no man was ever 
more efficient, or pugnacious for ade
quate defense, with respect to Navy 
need.s, nor better informed. He took his 
subcommittee across and around the 
seven seas 'in order that they might all 
see what they were to know, and to ap
propriate the taxpayers~ money on the 
basis of what they knew. T)lat state
ment will bear close analysis; it means 
just what it says. Our report is made 
on that basis. We know what we are 
talking about. If anybody doubts it now 
is the chance today to challenge our 
statements. 

Much has transpired since that first 
bill upon which I sat as a novice in the 
committee, back in 1937. That year the 
bill we presented called for a total of 
$518,126,078-measured in millions. The 
bill was reported to the House on March 
2, 1937. We were then operating within 
the confines of the London Naval Treaty 
of 1930 although that Treaty in prac
tically all respects had ceased to be effec
tive on December 31, 1936. 

War clouds were gathering, yet no one 
then envisaged the great war which en
gulfed the world but a few years later. 
The hearings prove this. World War II 
corroborates it. 

It was not until after the late Presi
dent Roosevelt's quarantine speech in 
Chicago in 1939 that naval budgets be
gan appreciably to soar. Congress was 
guided by needs disclosed to it by the 
Executive-too little and too late-too 
true. In no partisan speech, I say it is 
possible that there would have been no 
Pearl Harbor. had such disclosures been 
made earlier, more frank, more true, 
more devoid of politics. 

Beginning with the appropriation bill 
for 1941, which becam~ a law on June 11, 
1940, ·naval budgets necessarily, belat
edly, began to climb. We were taken 
unaware. I will not detail the climb. 
The total expenditures over the period in 

which I have had a responsibility, that is 
for the fiscal years 1938 to 1946, both in
clusive, excluding the present bill, is the 
staggering sum of one hundred and 
twenty-nine billions. Think of it
$129,000,000,000. Think that over as you 
measure the degree of responsibility this 
ubcommittee assumed to recommend 

for your consideration. It is, and was, 
a paralyzing amount. It took that to 
win the war from the Navy standpoint 
alone. I am proud, but humble and al
most scared, as I look back to think I 
could have justified and supported such 
expenditures, as I did. It was so great · 
an expenditure of the taxpayers' money; 
yet we had to win. That we won the 
war and have the greatest Navy the 
world has ever known is my complete 
compensation and justification and sat
isfaction. So I go into the transition 
period with courage born of experience. 

Today we start a backward trek. In 
fact we started right after VJ-day. 

We have been rescinding appropria
tions. This is the first budget for a 
fiscal year free of war, or which we hope 
will be free of war, since the fiscal year 
which commenced July 1, 1941. It is our 
duty now to resurvey the requirements 
of our armed services al'ld appropriate 
upon the basis of needs as now warranted 
by the international picture. 

This budget we are presenting today 
is a large peacetime budget, but we 
must bear in mind that peace is not offi
cially announced by edict, nor yet an es
tablished fact. We are still in a stage 
of transition. We must provide ade
quately for all. possible emerge'1cies 
until conditions generally become more 
stabilized. 

To keep the peace till war is over we 
must be prepared to do it and to use 
force if necessary to maintain it . . 

The Navy is our right arm. We can
not let it be paralyzed by internal dis
sension, nor can we afford to do other 
than to learn from experience which 
demonstrates that lack of preparedness 
has cost us millions of lives and blood 
and treasure immeasurable. Just why 
we will not learn from experience at 
so high a cost is beyond me. 

As the ranking Republican member 
of the Subcommittee on Appropriations 
for the Navy, I say that never before .have 
so many controversial questions been 
presented. Were the record of the hear
ings to contain our off-the-record con
troversies, the volumes before you would 
be doubled as to content. 

I would like right here to direct your · 
attention to excerpts from a colloquy 
found on page 20 and the following' of 
the hearings, in which in response to 
my interrogations Secretary of the Navy 
Forrestal made certain significant re
plies: 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Secretary, the American 
people are very proud of what the Navy did 
during the war, and the correspondence 
which goes over my desk satisfies me that 
they hope an(\ expect that Congress will ap
propriate sufficient funds ln order to main
tain the standing of the Navy so that we 
may have what they think, anyway, is the 
biggest, the best, and the most powerful 
navy in the world. 

Secretary FoRRESTAL. We will have. 
Mr. PLUMLEY. That is just what ·I wanted 

to know, and I wanted to be sur~ that this 

program envisages the continuance of that 
right ~rm of strength of ours which will 
protect us while it temporarily at least pre
serves the peace of the world. 

As it is now, the state of mind of the people 
of thiS country is very unsettled with respect 
to what is going to happen. Necessarily so. 
They feel that the Army bas been disrupted 
and practically destroyed by demobilization, 
and they are absolutely depending upon the 
Navy to protect and defend us. I just want 
to be sure. You say that we will have--that 
we will maintain, no matter how mucl;l we 
lower the number or make changes in the 
character of ships, the controlling navy of the 
world . 

Secretary FoRRESTAL. Qualitatively and 
quantitatively. I · will make this qualifica
tion-that in order to keep the number of 
men that we are proposing for this com
ing year, this-submittal does not provide for 
the continued production of new equipment 
that we would like to have under normal con
ditions, and that is why I suggested a con
tingent appropriati-on. In other words, we 
will not be able to adopt and procure im
proved equipment to keep us up to date. 
We have come a very long way in this war 
in the art of wa,rfare in the American Navy. 
There has been a tremendous development of 
the art-radar, fire control, rapidity of fire, 
guns, and so forth. A lot of that experience 
will not under present budget restrictions be 
translateti into improved weapons and equip-: 
ment for the fleet of 1950. In other words, 
there bas to be a lead time to get that new 
stuff into being and use. For the immediate 
time ahead of us, there is no question, as I 
said, quantitatively ·and qualitatively, in 
terms of air, submarines, and surface ves
sels, and of the capabilities of logistics sup
port, we will have, without any question, the 
mastery of the seas. 

I would not want to leave you with the im
pression that we are able to continue the 
kind of development that we were making 
in the last 18 months of the war in terms· 
of equipment. We will not be doing that. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. I did not expect that, but I 
think you have answered my question. 

The Secretary was referring. as was I, 
to the plan submitted by the Bureau of 
the Budget. The chairman has indi
cated that, as appears in the ·report, as 
follows: 

After r deliberate weighing and considera
tion of the factors just mentioned, the com
mittee has reached the firm conclusion that 
the Bureau of the Budget estimates, as sub
mitted by t he President for the operation of 
the Nt. vy in the fiscal year 194 7, are inade
quate-not wholly inadequate, but insuf
ficient in the mind of the committee, in some 
important particulars-to insure the type 
and size of a Navy that may be expected to 
meet any contingency reasonably foreseeable 
in the futur"'. 

So we brought in the bill now before 
you for co:1sideration, in order that the 
type and size of a Navy that may be ex
pected to meet any contingency reason
ably foreseeable in the future, might be 
assured and accomplished. 

There is no question yqu may raise 
which has not heretofore had our careful 
consideration. We are for the bill as we 
reported it. 

As the ranking minority member of the 
subcommitk::. I stand on that stater.1ent. 
I endorse the presentation made by my 
distinguished chairman, assuring you we 
have provided for an adequate Navy as 
our right arm of defense to preserve and 
if necessary by force to compel perpetual 
peace. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 25 minutes to the eentleman from 
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Texas [Mr. THOMAS] a member qf the 
committee. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman ·yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas; I yield. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I would 

like to ask the gentleman a question con
cerning the number of ships · that are 
being requested by the Bureau of the 
Budget and the number recommended by 
the subcommittee involving some several 
hundred ships that seem to be in con
troversy here. I hppe the gentleman 
answers the question in his speech. If 
we adopt the proposal for the larg~r 
appropriation and the additional ships, 
would it mean that the Navy would have 
to have more than the 550,000 they sug
gested they would need for th~ Navy? 

Mr .. THOMAS of Texas. May I say 
to the gentleman that I _will attempt to 
cover that in my statement. Suffice it to 
say at this time that we have given to 
the Navy what they asked for so far as 
this budget is concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, before I ..- go into a de
tailed discussion of this budget, I would 
like to pay my respects to the minority 
members of our subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY], 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. JOHN
soN] and the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. PLOESERL The gentleman from 
Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY], as you all know, 
carries the burden in the House of Rep
resentatives for the great State of Ver
mont all by himself and surely he does a 
magnificent job for those· fint: people. 
He has carried that burden for many, 
many years by himself. I know I ex
press your hope and I certainly do ex-
press mine that he will continue to carry 
that burden for many years to come, be
cause he has done such a fine job for 
them. 

Now, when it comes to politics in our 
committee there are none. What little 
differences we have in our viewpoints 
we compose between ourselves, and when 
we come out with a bill we come out with 
a solid front. That is what we are going 
to present to you today. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill contains funds 
for the fiscal ·year 1947 for the Navy and 
the Marine Cqrps: The Maritime Com
mission's revolving construction fund, 
and the War Shipping Administration's 
revolving fund are dealt with herein, but 
no appropriations are required for either. 

The Maritime Commission administra
tive budget as presented to your com
mittee calls for $17,590,000. We have re
duced this amount to approximately $14,-
900,000. Its operating budget of about 
$245,000,000 was granted. However, the 
committee denied to the Maritime Com
mission the use of any funds in excess 
of $245,000,000 from its revolving fund. 
The War Shipping Administration has 
'an administrative budget of about $10,-
868,000, and operating cost of about 
$900,200,000. We reduced these amounts 
about 40 percent. The committee recom
mends that the War Shipping Admin
istration be transferred at the beginning 
of the fiscal year, July 1, 1946, to the 
Maritime Commission. This move, in 
itself, does not mean much. However, 
we have directed that most of the func- · 
tions of the War Shipping Administra
tion be wound up not later than Decem-

ber 31, 1946. The remaining functions 
of the Administration will be performed 
by the Maritime Commission. In so do
ing, in excess of $350,000,000 will be saved. 
We are -of the opinion that private ship
ping industry can carry on most of the 
functions of the War Shipping Admin-. 
istration, and thereby save the Govern
ment many millions of dollars. The 
shooting war is over and there is no justi
fication for the continuance, beyond the 
period we have set for its existence and 
its function as a separate entity. 

As of today, there · are approximately 
57,000,000 tons of cargo ships in the 

·United States above a unit of 1,600 tons. 
This tonnage is owned by the War Ship
ping Administration, the Army; and pri- · 
vate concerns. The War Shipping Ad
ministration owns 36,000 tons of this 
amount. It is the plan of the War Ship
ping Administration during the fiscal 
year of 1947, to operate 13,000,000 tons. 
However, we recommend that private in<
dustry after December 31 take over this 
tonnage. 

Of this 57,000,000 tons, about 3,000 
vessels, totaling approximately 20,000,-
000 tons, will be laid up for future use in 
some half dozen different places. 

One thousand vessels are laid up now, 
and during the fiscal year 1947, 2,000 
more will be laid U:> at a cost of $15,600,-
000. The cost for maintaining these 
ships after they are laid up will be $1,100 
per ship per. ·year. These 3,000 cargo 

· ships which can be put into operation in 
3 or 4 months are a powerful weapon for 
national defense. 

The vast majority of our total cargo 
tonnage was built during the war by the 
Maritime Commission and is composed 
largely of 10,000-ton Liberty ships. They 
will make only 10 knots per hour and 
are far too slow for modern use. Per
haps one of the many mistakes the Mari
time Commission made was the spending 
of billions of dollars on Liberty ships 
with their slow, obsolete engine equip
ment. · As a matter of fact, they have lit
tle use in postwar competition because 
they are too slo·.1. These ship were con
structed, so we were told, because fast 
engines could not be procured during the 
war. We are· now told they cannot be 
converted into fast ships. Granted that 
we had no fast engin€s for the cargo 
ships needed under wartime conditions. 
However, it must be pointed out that we 
had no airplane factories, or airplane en
gine factories to meet war needs, just as 
we lacked other wartime needs. But we 
built from the ground up airplane plants 
and airplane ·engine factories. We also 
built from the ground' up the atomic 
bomb at a cost of billions of . dollars. 
And certainly we could have also built up 
plants to manufacture fast engines for 
cargo ship&. Had we done that, instead 
of having about 1,700 useless ships on our 
hands today, we would have the same 
number of fast, usable ships. I could be 
wrong in my observation, but I need 
stronger proof than has been offered to 
the contrary to convince me I am wrong. 
This is just another example where Ad
miral Land proved to be an expensive 
luxury to the taxpayers. 

During the war the War Shipping Ad
ministration established. several schools 
for the training of maritime o:tncers and 

the training of enlisted personnel. The 
officers' schools conduct a 4-year course, 
and paid the cadet midshipmen $65 
plus keep. The Budget allows $9,000,000 
for cadet midshipmen and enlisted men's 
schools plus five State schools. Under 
the Budget estimate, 1,550 cadet mid
shipmen going 4 years would be per
mitted for the two schools. We recom ... 
mend the amount be increased from 
$9,000,000 to $15,000,000. Under this 
$15,000,000 budget, we are advised that 
all of the schools can be operated on a 
limited basis. We think this is a wise 
thing to do. 

In addition, we have allowed the State 
maritime academies the Budget estimate 
of $75,000 each. Some of these State 
academies are very old schools. Before 
the war enrollees in these schools were 
not given any compensation, but during 
the war were allowed $65 per month. 
Under this budget, we are continuing 
that practice. We believe that it is for 
the national interest and for the future 
security of the merchant marine that we 
have trained officers and enlisted men. 

We have allowed the Maritime Com
mission to begin the construction of 33 
new ships at a total cost of $313,000,000. 
Sixteen of these ships are under con-

. struction now. The total is composed of 
21 fast cargo ships, 8 big passenger liners, 
and 4 large combination passenger and 
cargo ships. One hundred and thirty
one· million dollars will be required in 
1947. This amount will be taken from 
the construction revolving fund. One 
hundred and seventy-two million dollars 
will be required in cash during the fiscal 
year 1948, at which time all of the ships 
will be completed. 

The Maritime Commission was -op
erated most extravagantly during the 
war. I regret to say it, but it is my con
sidered judgment that most of the ex
travagance is chargeable to Vice Admiral 
Emory Land, former Chairman of the 
Maritime Commission, who carried the 
Commission's business in his hat, with 
the aid of a few Commission employees. 
These employees, to some extent, shaped 
the policy of the Commission. The pres
ent members of the Commission should 
not be charged with the laxness and ex
travagance of Admiral Land's adminis
tration, since most of them have been re
cently appointed. I am confident we can 
expect a business-like and economical 
administration of the Commission by 
these new Commissioners. It is my hope 
that the Commissioners will jointly form 
all policies of the Commission, and not 
delegate their duties to their subordi
nates. 

It is poor policy to give any independ
ent agency, such as the Maritime Com
mission and the War Shipping Admin
istration, hundreds of millions of dollars 
to play with at their own discretion, in 
wartime much less peacetime, in the 
form of a revolving fund. The managers 
of such a fund are human, they soon 
forget they are the servants of the people, 
and get out of touch with Congress. The 
revolving funds of the Maritime Com
mission and the War Shipping Adminis
tration are just about in the zero cash 
stage. The Maritime Commission-the 
War Shipping Administration will be 
combined with the Maritime Commis-
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sian-should come to Congress and re
quest funds, as the need for funds arises. 
In other words, every expenditure of 
funds should be justified and approved 
by Congress. If a huge revolving fund 
is later set up by the Congress, it would 
be a mistake, in, my judgment. Should 
that happen, then the Maritime Commis
sion should be placed tmder a Cabinet 
head. However, if funds are requested 
of the Congress as the need arises, then 
the Maritime · Commission could safely 
remain an independent agency, because 
the Congress would control its funds. 

Let me respectfully make a suggestion 
to our President, and to our future Pres
idents, whomever they may be-Republi
can and Democrat alike: We all know 
that the personnel turn-over of the Mari
time Commissioners is rapid. In the 
past, it has been too true that after a 
Commissioner was trained and learned 
what his job was all about, he resigned 
and went el~ewhere. This is an un
healthy condition for the Commission. I 
think it would be well for our present 
President , and others to come, to fill two 
of the five positions of the Commission 
from promotions from within the ranl{.S 
of the Maritime Commission itself. 
There are many capable career men 
within the Commission, who not only de
serve the honor of being a Commissioner, 
but who know far more about the work 
to be done than any person who cauld · 
be appointed from the outside. 

Mr. S. D. S~hell, executive secretary · 
of the Maritime Commission, is one of 
the most efficient men in the Government 
service today. He has b2en with the 
Commission a long time, and knows its 
business frorri the ground up. He would 
make an excellent Commissioner. Such 
an appointment would be a well-deserved 
reward for his splendid services. At the 
same time, it would have a wholesome 
morale-building effect on the employees 
of the Commission. I should also like to 
say that Capt. Granville Conway, Act
ing Chairman of the War Shipping Ad
ministration, would make an excellent 
Commissioner. He has spent many 
years in the service of the Maritime Com
mission. Durine the war, he carried the 
load of the War Shipping Administration 
and s largely responsil;le for its excellent 
record. He is honest, fair and extremely 
capable. He can hold his head high in 
any company. All of us are.justly proud 
of him. 

NAVY 

The Navy budget for the fiscal year 
1947 is approximately $4,600,000,000, 
which is quite small compared with its 
budget during the war of $18,000,000,000 
to $25,000,00J,OOO per year. We think 
that this budget gives the Navy a good 
start in its peacetime career. We have 
increased the Budget estimate by $375,-
000,000. In going &.bove the budget esti
mate, we have allocated this extra 
money to the training of Reserve per
sonnel, which we think is the backbone 
of a peacetime Navy; and to scientific 
and technological research and develop
ment.' Surely, the best money we .can 
spend in the .future, is to stay ahead of 
our potential enemies in better ships, 
better guns, better airplanes, radar, and 
every other implement, of war. 

BUREAU OF PERSONNEL 

We have allowed the Budget for 
437,000 enlisted men, and 53,000 officers 
for active service. The budget allows 
$78,800,000 for Naval Reserve, which 
would provide for 141,521 officers and 
men. The committee recommends that 
this amount be increased to $120,500,000. 
This fund includes the training of Or
ganized Reserve, and Volunteer Reserve. 
We stepped up the Organized Reserve 
from 141,521 officers and men to 197,352 
officers and men. The above fund . will 
also include 800,000 Volunteer Reserve 
officers and men, of which 60,000 sur
face component will get 2 weeks' train
ing, and 5,000 aviation officers will re
ceive the same amount of training. 

We have also granted $9,5b0,000 over 
the Budget-$3,000,000 to be charged to 
personnel, and $6,500,000 to aviation-to 
finish out 2,600 aviators who lacked only 
a few months' training. Not to finish out 
these 2,600 aviators would be like throw
ing away $100,000,000. 

It was developed during the hear
ings-see hearings, pages 1658 through 
1668-that Vice Admiral Denfeld, the 
greatest of all Chiefs of Personnel, and 
his able assistant, Vice Admiral Taussig, 
were concerned about the Navy's medi
eval court-martial procedures, and cruel 
and inhuman sentences for naval law 
violations. They promise to remedy the 
evil by seeking amendments to present 
court-martial laws passed in 1864. The 
Navy is still living in 1864 in its thinking 
and coping with its 70,000 penal cases. 
A civilian commission of distinguished 
lawyers, judges, penologists should be 
appointed immediately to make changes 
in the entire system-not a commission 
of Regular Navy personnel because they 
are not qualified from any.point of view. 
Navy justice has been harsh and one
sided on the enlisted personnel. Few of 
the Annapolis boys ever draw 5- or 6-year 
sentences, like enlisted men do, for com
mitting rather trivial acts. 

SHIPS 

We have authorized completion of 72 
combat ships which range in state of 
completion from 20 to 95 percent. This 
budget allows an expenditure of $350,-
000,000 for this purpose. All of these 
72 ships can be completed in fiscal year 
1948, or a few months thereafter, at an 
additional cost of $150,000,000. Not to 
complete these ships would be "penny
wise and pound-foolish." It is true we 
have the largest Navy in the world. 
Here I want to answer a question asked 
by the gentleman from Nebraska a short 
time ago. We have approximately 950 
combat ships. But of this number we 
have many old ships which can be re
placed by the new 72 units. Much in
formation has been given as to the 
strength of our fleet as compared to 
others. It is strong, and no. doubt the 
best ·on the high seas. We have so many 
more auxiliary ships than other nations, 
and so much greater and more accurate 
fire power on our combat ships that a 
comparison of numbers . is misleading. 
We are told that Brit~in has 729 combat 
ship&; Russia, 262; France, 58; and Italy, 
about 69; Germany and Japan, , none. 
And it can be asked with much cogency: 
Why spend more money to build more 

combat ships when. we have beyond all 
odds the best fleet on the seas today? 
The answer is: Keep it the best. While 
we are completing 72 new combat ships, 
it may not be amiss to mention that Eng
land is building today in the neighbor
hood of 110 combat ships. 

The fleet will be divided into three 
parts: the active, the reserve, and in
active. We have about ~91 combat ships 
in active service, 42 in reserve, and 532 
inactive. We cannot afford to make the 
mistake of junking these ships. The in
active ones will be laid up 1n such a con
dition that they can be made ready for 
combat within 4 months at .the outside. 
The active can be made ready in much 
less time. 

The biggest insurance policy we can 
have against future aggression will be 
this laid-up fleet, plus our laid-up cargo 
ships, and a small but modern Air Force. 
If we had had in 1941 a huge laid-up fleet 
as we have today, fortified with a laid-up 
cargo fleet, Japan, nor Germany, nor 
anyone else would have dared attack us. 

ORDNANCE 

We have granted the Budget request of 
$246,000,000 for ordnance, of which sev
enty-seven millions will be spent for new 
ordnance and the remainder for research 
and maintenance. The field of research 
in ordnance is as extensive as it is im
portant. We now lead the world, and 
we must keep that leadership. Great 
quantities of ships ordnance will be laid 
up during the fiscal year of 1947 in such 
a condition that its future use will be 
assured. This is expensive work, but it 
will save hundreds of millions of dollars 
throughout the years to come. 

AVIATION 

In my judgment, too much importance 
cannot be placed upon naval aeronau
tics. We know what naval aviation has 
done. We know what it can continue to 
do. It is the advanced arm of the fleet. 
The more money that we wisely spend 
for research and deyelopment in the field 
of aviation the wiser we shall be as a 
nation. 

We have allowed $310,000,000, which is 
the Budget estimate for new planes for 
19't7, and covers purchase of 1,359 new 
planes." We allowed $23,800 ,000 for new 
aeronautical equipment., $361,000,000 for 
maintenance of equipment and stations, 
and $100,000,000 for research and tech
nological development, making a total 
of $805,000,000. The Navy today has 
2,500 good planes in storage .. .One-third 
of this number will be drawn out and 
used each year. Today we have 134 air 
stations, 80 in the United States and 54 
outside the United States. • Ninety-five 
stations have heretofore been declared 
surplus. 

YARDS AND DOCKS 

The budget for Yards and Docks for 
1947 is approximately $143,600,000. This 
is indeed modest as compared to war. 
years when it ranged from one to two 
billion dollars per year. Of this total, 
$83,600,000 will be spent in the conti
nental United States,_ and $60,000,000 
overseas. 

We have repealed all outstanding, un
obligated contract authorizations for 
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public works which amount tCJ approx
imately $147,000 ,000. We think this is 
a wise move, and so does the Bureau of 
Yards and Docks. By repealing out
standing, unobligated contract author
izations and substituting cash therefor, 
we save approximately $4,000,000. 

MARINE CORPS 

We gave to the Marine Corps funds for 
100,000 enlisted men and 7,000 officers. 
This is the Budget estima.te. We go above 
the Budget in allowing the Marine Corps 
Reserve 60,000 officers and men as against 
only 30,000 provided for in the Budget. 
The additional cost above the Budget 
for the Marine Corps Reserve will be in 
the neighborhood of $13 ,000 ,000. We 
think this is money well spent. We have 
carefully examined the Marine Corps 
budget for many years, and we have al
ways found the Corps to be very economi
cal. The Corps' total budget is about 
$366,000,000. 

We think .special mention should be 
made of the Navy's program for scien
tific research and technological improve
ment. Too much credit cannot be given 
to Secretary Forrestal for this advanced 
program. Unquestionably, he is the 
spearhead of it. $cience will dominate 
all future wars, as it has the past one. 
The nation that has the best scientific 
equipment-if we have another war
will be the winner. The Navy, through
out all its bureaus, is keenly aware of 
this fact. For this coming year, the 
Navy will spend $250,000,000 on scien
tific research. In my humble judgment, 
there is no better money in the entire 
budget than this sum. The committee 
has gone $40,000,000 above the budget, 
and includes funds for ships, medicine 
and surgery, aviation and ordnance. 

We all know that the A-bomb is dead
ly. ·But hats off to Vice Adm. Ross Mc
Intire, Chief of Medicine and Surgery. 
It is thought his bureau has something 
more deadlY than the A-bomb. In fact, 
most of the bureau, chiefs agree with 
that statement. And it is in a usable 
form. 

.Millions of dollars are provided for 
the development of flying missiles. This 
is tremendously important. It is thought 
that the next war-=-if one comes-will be 
fought in this field. 

Break-down by bureaus for scientific 
re~earch is as follows: 
Aviation--------------------- $100,000,000 
Medicine and surgery________ 1, 600,000 
Ordnance----- ~ --------------- 61,250,000 
Research and invention_______ 46, 000, 000 
Ships _________________________ 41,500, 000 

We must keep in the Navy a nucleus of 
our present procurement set-up. Never 
ar,ain will potential enemies give us 2 
years to prepare for war. Therefore, we 
must ke.ep a nucleus of everything we 
need. It would be a tremendous mis
t:tke to destroy or disma.ntle our many 
factories and shipyards. We cannot ex
pect them to bring more than 10 to 15 
cents on the dollar if they are sold. I 
am glad to report that the Navy is en
deavoring to make some type of arrange
ment whereby these plants and ship
yards will be put in use, so that their 
value as a national asset will. not be dis
sipated; but where they can be put into 
useful civilian production, and at the 

same tin:Ie be kept in such a condition 
that they can be converted in ·a few 
months to wartime production if needed. 
Much progress is being made along this 
line. 

I regret that there are no funds in the 
Budget for the procurement of critical 
materials. The sooner we start stock
piling these materials, the better off we 
shall be. This Budget should contain 
several million dollars for that purpose, 
but it does not. I hope that in next 
year's Budget the Navy will give this 
matter its serious consideration. Delay 
in this regard can be tragic. 

The Navy has sizably reduced its uni
formed personnel in headquarters in 
Washington from 17,750 on March 1, 
1946, to 4,530 for the fiscal year 1947. 
Its · civilian personnel in the District of 
Columbia as of January 1, . 1946, was 
16,532. That number was reduced to 
15,228 by the Budget for the fiscal year 
1947. The committee has further re
duced all Navy civilian personnel in 
Washington about 15 percent. We think 
with a · reduction in naval activities and 
with increased pay scale and s:t desirable 
increase of efficiency, the work load can 
be carried on without harm. We have 
also reduced the personnel about 15 per
cent in the Maritime Commission for the 
same reasons. 

In conclusion, let me say our fine Navy 
and Marine Corps did not happen by 
accident. They are the product of many 
long and tedious hours of work. Too 
much <.;redit cannot be given to .our able 
and dynamic Secretary Ja.nes Forrestal. 
He has guided the Navy through the 
war, and he has laid sound plans for the 
postwar Navy. Too much credit can
not be given to Vice Adm. Louis Den
feld, Chief of the Bureau of Naval Per
sonnel, for his human qualities and good 
level head. Vice Adm. Ross T. Mc
Intire, Chief of Medicine and Surgery, 
has the undying gratitude of the Nation 
for his effective work in taking care of 
the general health of the ·Navy, and its 
sick and wounded. We can depend upon 
Rear Adm. John J. Manning, new Chief 
of Yards and Docks, to do a splendid job. 
He has what it takes, and I am sure his 
record will be outstanding. Vice Adm. 
Edward L. Cochrane, Chief of the Bu
reau of Ships, and \ his able assistant, 
Rear Adm. Earle W. Mills, have already 
made a most enviable record. The 
Navy's great fleet is a large monument 
to their good judgment. 

The Bureau of Ordnance has a great 
American as it chief, Rear Adm. George 
F. Hussey, Jr. He is honest, sincere, 
and truly a top man in the Navy. Rear 
Adm. Harold B. Sallada, Chief of the 
Bureau of Aeron.autics, has done a great 
job for the past year. His task in the 
future is not a small one. He is scien
tific-minded, and we can count upon him 
keeping naval aeronautics well in front. 
Vice Adm. Ben Moreen, Chief of the 
Bureau of Procurement, is well known to 
the Members of Congress, and to the 
Nation as well. He is an outstanding 
man, and will keep our future procure
ment set-up in a ready-to-go condition. 

Rear Adm. William J. Carter, Chtef of 
the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, has 
a big job ahead of him in the handling of 
Navy supplies. For. the immediate future 

no man in the Navy has a more difficult 
assignment. We are confident he will 
accomplish it in his usual splendid man
ner. 

At all times we can depend upon our 
friend, Rear Adm. Ezra Allen, Chief of 
the Bureau of the Budget and Reports; 
to carry in his head a large part of the 
Navy's financial set-up. The admiral 
has a lot of friends in Congress who ad
mire, respect, and rely upon him for 
accurate information and judgment in 
most matters which affect the Navy. 
Your Appropriations Committee puts 
him high on its list of fine, able men. 

General Vandegrift and his very capa
ble staff have done a magnificent job. 
They have continued the fine traditions 
of the Marine Corps a.nd will maintain 
the same high standards. The entire 
Nation is proud of its Marin~ Corps. 

Last, but not least, comes Fleet Adm. 
Chester W. Nimitz, Chief of Naval Oper
ations-a great sailor, a fine officer, and 
an outstanding American. We all love 
and respect him. 

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. GRANT]. 

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to proeeed 
out of order. . 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Chair-

, man, I would like to read a· telegram that 
has come to me from a citizen from my 
district. It is signed by the president of 
the United Auto Workers International 
Union and addressed to all local unions 
throughout the country. It is a very 
interesting example of how government 
by pressure mail is developed. It reads 

· as follows: 
To all local union's: 

Washington office advises mail reaching 
Congress shows strong majority against price 
control. Popular support for OPA slacked 
off. Senate action expected early next week. 
Demand for total defeat of House amend
ment and approval of strong law with no 
jokers must start reaching Senators soon 
and continue uninterrupted next 10 days. 
Senators not yet convinced people mean busi
ness on this issue. Your members must 
write and write repeatedly. Demonstration 
parades this week-end recommended. Send 
pictures of demonstrations to Senators. 
Time is short for preventing wage cuts 
through price increases. You can't do too 
much too seen. Urge you redouble your ef
forts to obtain favorable Senate action on 
OPA. 

WALTER P. REUTHER, 
Presiden t UAW-CIO. 

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, "r yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. HOPE]. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. - Chairman, I have 
just seen a copy of a new wheat and flour 
order, being ·Amendment to War Food 
Order 144. This is one of the most 
amazing documents which I have had 
brought to my attention, and we have all 
seen some extraordinarily amazing Ex
ecutive orders during the last few years. 
Among other things, this order provides 
that: 

No producer ·shall deliver such wheat to 
a country elevator, or by truck, wagon, or 
water to a subterminal elevator, terminal 
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elevator or mill elevator, unless, wtthtn 1& 
days from the time of delivery; not less than 
one-half of all such wheat shall be sold to 
such country elevator, subterminal elevator, 
terminal elevator, miU. elevator, or to a mer
chandiser, miller or other processor, Pro
vided, however, That this provision shall not 
apply to wheat delivered fm the ac:::ount of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The order further provides that no 
n1erchandiser, miller or other purchaser 
of wheat sha11 purchase or accept deliv
ery of the same unless he shall set aside 
and deliver to the Com~odity Credit 
Corporation not less than one-half of all 
wheat purchased by him from producers 
in the form of either wheat or flour. 

This order is a direct violation of the 
statements made by the Secretary of Ag
riculture that wheat should not be requi
sitioned from farmers. I do not have 
before me at this moment the language 
usee by the Secretar~·. but he has re
peatedly expressed his opposition to that 
idea. Under this order, the minute any 
farmer moves his wheat off the farm, 
one-half of it must be sold whether he 
wants to sell it or not. He no longer has 
control over it as his own property. 
That means requisitioning wheat from 
fumers, and it doesn't make any differ
ence what kind. of language is used to 
conceal the fact. 

But the most remarkable part of this 
procedure is that the wheat so seized is 
not seized wholly for the Federal Gov
ernment. The Federal Government 
gets only one-half of it. The buyers get 
the -other half, whict_ they can dispose 
of in any way they see fit or hold for 
speculation as long as they niay desire. 

Certainly, a seizure of one man's prop
erty for the benefit of another man raises 
a grave constitutional question . 

My mail indicates that farmers are up 
in arms over this order. anl~.- I personally 
feel that they are thoroughly justified in 
that feeling. If the objective of the or
der is to secure delivery of wheat, ~ pre-
dict it will fail. · 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. HILL. Let us say a farmer has a 
carload of wheat coming into the ele
vator. Am I to assume from that state
ment that when he delivers this wheat 
he must sell the half a carload that be
longs to him after the Government has 
requisitioned the other half? 

Mr. HOPE. When he brings any 
quantity of wheat, whether it be a car
load, a wagonload, or a bushel, into the 
elevator for storage or for any other 
purpose except sale, he must sell one
half of it whether he wants to or not. 

Mr. HILL. Must he store the other 
half? 

Mr. HOPE. He can store one-half, but 
he must sell the other half. 

Mr. HILL. To the Government? 
Mr. HOPE. Not to the Government, 

but to the dealer. 
Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentle

woman from Illinois. 
Miss SUMNER of Illinois. What hap

pens if he refuses to sell? This is still 
America; we still are supposed to have a 
Constitution. They are deliberately try-

ing to do what they did.in Russia when 
they confiscated the property of the 
peasants. 

Mr. HOPE. As I said, I think a very 
grave constitutional question is raised 
here as to whether you can take prop
erty from one person for the benefit of 
another individual. It may not be so 
much a question of whether or not the 
Government might be able to requisition 
property under certain conditions, but 
there certainly is a constitutional ques
tion here which I hope some farmer will 
raise in order to get the matter adjudi-
cated. · 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. If it goes 
to the courts, we can find out whether 
or not we still have rights under the 
Constitution. I think it ought to be tried 
out. 

Mr. HOPE. I think this is a good 
chance to find out. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. I think so, 
too. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman· from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia TM ... VJNSON]. 

Mr. VINSON Mr. Chairman, this time 
a year ago the Nation was thrilled with 
the heroic deeds being accomplished 
UiJOn the Pacific and other wat€rs by the 
American Navy~ They were witnessing 
the Navy driving from the Pacific forever 
the Rising Sun of Japan. This is the 
first appropriation in what m,ay be classi
fied as the peaceful era-at least the 
shooting is over. It is with profound re
gret that the Committee on Naval Affairs 
unanimously finds itself in disagreement· 
in certain respects with the bill now pre
sented to you b~ the discinguished Sub
committee on Naval Appoopriations. We 
all have tl..e same objectives. We often
times have different roads to accomplish 
that objective. I am making no com
plaint about the objectives of the com
mittee, but I do make serious complaint 
on behalf of my committee about the re
sult that the objective brings about. 

Mr. Chairman, in October o{last year, 
the House · adopted the concurrent reso
lution, House Concurrent Resolution 80, 
saying that it was the sense of Congress 
that there should be a navy of 1,079 com
batant ships and 500,000 men. That 
resolution was adopted by unanimous 
vote of the House on a roll call. Of 
course, at is not an absolute figure. It 
mt:st be flexible, according to world con
ditions. But that was the yardstick and 
that was the objective of our national de
fense from the standpoint of the Navy
that there should be a navy of 1,079 com
batant ships and 500,000 men. To sup
port that proposition, sanctioned so far as 
the Congress is concerned by. a unanimous 
vote of the House, the Navy submitted 
its budget figures to the Bureau of the 
Budget. After considerable ·negotiating 
back and forth with the Budget, the 
Director of the Budget speaking for the 
Executive sent to the Congress a recom
mendation saying that there should not 
be 1,079 ships, but that there should be 
965 ships. When the Navy submitted its 
proposition of 1,079 ships, we had before 
us the same identical world situation 
that exists · today. And what is that 
world situation? Not a single treaty has 

been signed nor are there any positive 
indications that any will be signed or 
entered into in the very near future. , 
On the contrary, the world condition 
might be described as a little more cha
otic and a little more uncertain today 
than it was last October when the Con
gress said there should be a Navy of 1 079 
ships. ' 

When the Navy Department submitted 
their budget they thought the security 
of the country required a N3vy of 1 079 
ships and 500,000 men. But the Bur~au 
of the Budget said to the contrary. The 

. Budget said, "In our judgment you do 
not need a 1'-lavy of that character. You 
need a Navy of 965 ships and 437,000 
men. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. With pleasure, but I 
have only 15 minutes. 
' Mr. SHEPPARD. If the gentleman 

will yield, there will be no time in which 
·the gentleman from Georgia does not 
have all the time he wants to air his 
attitude · on this bill. · . 

Mr. VINSON. I thank the gentleman 
very much. _,.-I will be glad to yield to 

· any Member of the House. 
Mr .. RANDOLPH. Of course, I am in 

vigorous disagreement with the gentle
man. 

Mr. VINSON. Yes. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I wonder-if the dis

tinguished chairman of the committee, 
for whom I have a personal affection 
would tell us just what countries in th~ 
world today have or are constructing 
navies. 

Mr. VINSON. I am not concerned 
about what other nations are doing. 1 
am concerned about the position that we 
occupy in the world. We have more at 
stake than any other nation on this 
earth. We have the greatest nation and 
we are the greatest people. Anybody 
occupying that position should always 
have adequate insurance. That is all the 
program of the Navy is at any time
adequate insurance. They felt that this 
Navy of 1,079 ships was what the security 
of the country demanded. My distin
guished and beloved friend the gentle
man from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH] 
voted to say that was what the security 
of the country demanded, because he and 
the House unanimously supported the 
resolution as the sense of the Congress 
that that was the size of Navy we should 
have. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. I did not support 

the measure to which the gentleman 
refers. 

Mr. VINSON. I beg the gentleman's 
pardon. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 
Miss SUMNER of Illinois. I cannot 

understand why, if tile need is for a great 
big d;:aft Army, you do not have an ade
quate Navy to take the draft Army over, 
because .you do not use the big Army 
until after you have obliterated them 
with bombs. Is that not right? 

Mr. VINSON. That is right. . 
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Miss SUMNER of Illinois. So if you 

do not have an adequate Navy, what is 
tpe use of a draft Army? 

Mr. VINSON. Of course, you should 
have sufficient to guarantee the safety 
of the country, in both arms of defense. 
I stand for an Army of sufficient size to 
insure independence and insure that 
hostile soldiers never will set foot upon 
America, and for a Navy adequate for 
our national security and to meet our 
international commitments. 

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. I assume 
you do not need either one of them very 
'seriously until after you have obliterated 
the Army with bombs from airplanes. 
Is that not right? 

Mr. VINSON. Well, now, the gentle
woman should not question me too closely 
this afternoon. The Navy therefore g·oes 
to the Budget and asks for this money 
to support this Navy which you and 
which they thought was the minimum 
necessary for the secutity of the country. 
The Budget said: "Instead of 500,000 
men we, will give you 43 7,000; instead of 
1,097 · ships we will make available to 
you funds to support 965." · 

It is up to the American Congress to 
say what shall constitute the United 
States Navy. Has the time come. when 
you; the representatives of the people, 
sit here merely to be Charlie McCarthys 
for the Bureau of the Budget? What is 
your ---justification to go back to your 
people and ask to be returned if you let 
somebody else do your thinking and 
somebody else do your concluding for 
you? 

The facts show conclusively that the 
minimum requirement for the national 
security is a Navy of the size covered by 
the budget submitted by the Navy De
partment. We occupy the position as 
the greatest Nation of this World, with 
more at stake than any other people on 
this earth, and with the greatest coast 
line to defend. The Navy said the mini
mum we could get by with was what the 
Congress had approved as the size of our 
postwar Navy. · 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of California . . We haye 

had a great deal of talk about the fact 
we were to have an international secu
rity organization, but to date we have not 
any. 

Mr. VINSON. That is right. 
Mr. JOHNSON of California. Did not 

the gentleman get this out of the com
ments of the Secretary of State, that in 
order for him -"to furnish the leadership 
that is required to set up this organiza
tion we must maintain our relative pres
ent military strength? Otherwise we 
weaken his position at the bargaining 
table. 

Mr. VINSON. Of course, that is true; 
that is exactly what Senator VANDENBERG 
said the other day; that is what the Sec
retary of State said, and other advocates. 
We have got to have strength to maintain 
peace and our position in world affairs. 

What does it all boil down to? It boils 
down to this: There is a difference of 
114 ships, and 28 of these ll~and un
derstand these 114 are all in the picture 
of the 1,079 ships-28 of these 1,079 ships 
have not been built; 6 of the ships are 

proposed to be used in the atomic tests. 
So if you take_ these 34 ships from the 
1,079 you have a Navy of 1,045 ships. In 
addition to that 80 ships, or the balance 
of the 114 making the difference between 
the Budget estimate and the way you 
voted and what the Navy thought it need
ed for the defense of the country when 
it submitted this plan-of these 80, 69 
·have been built since Pearl Harbor. 
Sixty-nine of them are the very latest 
type of ship, such as escort carriers, and 
so forth. 

Our proposition is this, and I submitted 
it to the chairman of the committee
let us not dispose of these 80 ships; let us 
have a Navy of 1,045 ships; 34 of them 
go out, 34 of them fade away because 
28 are not even being built, and 6 will 
go to the. atomic tests. We will then 
have a Navy of 1,045 ships. I am per
fectly willing to go along in the interest 
.of harmony and in the interest of trying 
to work always for the very best. I am 

· perfectly willing to .raise no objection, 
and my committee will raise no objection 
to the number of ships that are in the 
active category. 

In the active fleet, that is the fleet 
ready to fight, the Budget shows you can 
have only 291. The Navy thinks it needs 
319. But I am perfectly willing to forget 
that, and the committee is perfectly will
ing to get the reserve of . 42 that the 
Budget requests, but we do say take these 
80 ships and tie them up but do not 
scrap them. It will only cost $15,000,-
000 to do that. You have $600,000,000 
invested in them now and 69 of ·them 
have been built since Pearl Harbor. 

I submit to any man on the floor of the 
House it is common sense and nothing 
but good business judgiJlent to take those 
80 ships and instead of scrapping them, 
tie them up in the inactive Navy; then 
the inactive N2.vy wculd be composed of 
632 ships plus this 80. Then you 
would have a Navy composed of 1,045 
ships, of which 291 would be in active 
commission, 42 in reserve commission, 
632 plus 80 tied up for future emergency. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. · 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman five additional min
utes. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, this 
would cost $15,000,000. In addition, you 
would have to have 4,000 more men in 
the Navy. Instead of 437,000 men, you 
woula have 441,000. To maintain those 
men in the Navy and -to keep these 80 
ships would only call for a total increase 
in this bill of $32,000,000. 

What do you do by that? You have 
- the Congress saying what kind of a Navy 

we will have instead of the Director of 
the Budget doing it. It is your responsi
bility. That is all we are asking for. 
We are merely asking that these ships 
not be scrapped. . 

It is going to be requested that some of 
these ships be given to South America. 
Some of these ships are going to be 
scrapped. .These ships cost $600,000,000 
less than 5 years ago. 

Mr. Chairman, I am interested in 
economy. We all want economy, but we 
do not want to be penny-wise and pound
foolish. That is exactly · what this 
means. 

Mr. Chairman, at the proper time I 
am, by direction of my committee, going 
to offer an amendment to increase this 

. bill in various ways by $32,000,000-$15,-
000,000 of which will go to buy berthing 
space to take these 80 ships, where they 
con be tied up and will then be available 
for any future emergencies that might 
arise. The amendment will also provide 
funds to increase the personnel by only 
4,000. 

That is the whole picture. Notwith
standing the fact that the House has said 
it wanted a N"avy of 1,079 ships, it will 
have a Navy of 1,045 ships. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VIHSON. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. The 
gentleman is making a very interesting 
and very informative -address, as he al
-ways does. He knows I followed his 
leadership for a bigger and better Navy, 
not only during the war, but long before 
the war. His plea now, however, for 
more ships for the Navy reminds us that · 
it was only a few weeks ago that the dis
tinguished chairman of the House Com
mittee ·on Naval Affairs was calling on 
this House to vote for his bill to sink 100 
ships, 18 of which were practically new, 
which bill .I am glad to say I could not 
see my way to support. Now, I wonder 
if my able and distinguished friend from 
Georgia is consistent today in asking 
for more ships? 

Mr. VINSON. I advocated the atomic 
bomb test. That is probably what the 
gentleman is referring to. 

·Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes; I 
think all of us are in favor of a real 
atomic bomb test; but the point in my 
mind was then and still is, was Congress 
justified in agreeing to the sinking of so 
many new and other seaworthy vessels? 

Mr. _ VINSON. That is right . . Of 
course, they are. What good is it to have 
an atomic bomb test on a ship that is 
out of date, obsolete? You want to test 
it on something that is modern in order 
to get full information as to the effect. 
of the bombs. 

I am asking this committee and this 
House to merely increase this bill $32,-
000,000. Let us not get rid of these 80 
ships. Let us tie them up. Let us put 
them down here where we have provided 
bases for them. Let them stay there. 
Future emergency might require that we 
need them. It is in the interest of econ
omy to do that instead of going out and 
scrapping 80 ships costing: $600,000,000. 
You only have to have $32,000,000 to save 
that investment. That is the issue. 

I certainly hope that the chairman of 
the committee and the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri will agree to 
this amendment, and then we will have a 
bill that we can all say is in line with 
the viewpoint that the Navy is relative 
to our postwar needs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has again ex
pired. 

Mr. PLOESER.. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, at the outset I would 
like to pay a particular compliment to 
the extremely able chairman of this sub

. committee, the gentleman from Cali-
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fornia [Mr. SHEPPARD], and to the major
ity Members, and to my distinguished 
colleague from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY], 
the ranking minority Member. These 
gentlemen have worked long and ardu
ously, sacrificing much to accomplish 
their work. The people of their respec
tive States can be proud of their service. 
No Member of Congress could enjoy any 
committee work more than I enjoyed 
serving with these men, and never on any 
occasion, in the few years in whtcb I 
.have served on this committee have I 
ever witnessed the slightest opinion.based 

·upon partisan politics. Never has the 
committee come to the floor with a bill 
without unanimous . agreement as to 
what it should do, and we are in that 
same satisfactory situation today. 

I think it is only fair to say that there 
was not any great amount of pleasure 
this year in the writing of this appro
priation bill. With the jumbling of Bud
get figu es such as they came to us at tb's 
particular season one could hardly call 
the writing of the Navy bill this year 
pleasurable work. The committee was 
faced with a p~an to which there bad been 
given cons'derably publicity, known as 
Navy plan 1-A, and Navy plan 2, a re
sult of Budget action when plan 1-A was 
submitted to the Bureau of the Budget. 

This committee adopted neither plan 
in toto. It sought to do what it thought 
bzst to provide the very kind of Navy you 
have beard the distinguished gentleman 
from Gzorgia say he wanted. I do not 
think there is any difference of opinion 
on the part of any two Members in this 
House on this one substantial fact that we 
want a Navy that is not only superior to 
any other navy in the world, but a Navy 
so strong that it is ready to go into im
mediate action against the combined na
vies of the world if need be. - You have 
that kind of Navy today, and under this 
bill you will continue to have that kind 
of a Navy for another 12 months. W'hat 
should be done 1 year from now is, of 
ccurse, problematical, but certainly we 
all agree . on this simple fact, that the 
world is greatly unsettled. The peace for 
which cur Army and our Navy and cur 
Marine Corps fought so valiantly, the 
pea~e for which the people of America 
have wcrl{ed so ardently, has not yet been 
accomplished. Instead of a "one world" 
devoted to peace, we seem to have a world 
divided into two spheres of infl-qence. 
America, therefore, must keep her first 
line of defense and keep it strong and 
keep it ready. We think we have done 
that in this bill. 

I have just listened with great inter
est and intense respect to the gentle
man from Georgia, the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Naval Af
fairs, for whom I have the most profound 
respect: I find no difference between his 
desires and the desires of this commit
tee. I find no difference between .his de
sires and what this committee has done. 
I do find some confusion as to what seems 
to be fact, and a little later on I am go
ing to p: esent what the Navy claims is 
the fact. 

There was one course taken by this 
subcommittee which differed from the 
action of both the Navy in the creating 
of its 1-A plan and the Budget plan in 
its arbitrary forcing of the No. 2 plan. 

We believed that this Navy should. be 
able to fight in varying degrees. First, 
we should have a strong force ready to 
strike immediately. That is the active 
fleet and the active Regular Navy. That 
we have. Second, we should have a re
serve force in ships and an active re
serve force in men, which can augment 
the immediate striking force so that 
within a period of, Jaj , 90 days our Navy 
can be measurably increased in size and 
in strength. Third, we should have an 
inactive reserve, ships "on ice," if you 
please, and a voluntary reserve which 
can be brought into action in 6 to g· 
months, in ample time to compete ·with 
anything the balance of the world might 
attempt to build 

Under the provisions of the Budget as 
proposed to this committee, the Navy 
did make adequate provision for ships 
and for other facilities, but we did not 
feel that they made adequate provision 
for manpower. So this committee took 
the Marine Corps, for example, and dou
bled its active Reserve. We could not 
increase the -size of the Marine Corps, 
which we think is our first arm of expe
ditionary de.fense and must not be tam
pered with under any type of program 
now or in the future in any way to de- · 
crease its efficiency or to diminish its 
standard of excellence. The Marine 
Corps of the United States is the stand
ard of military excellence. Any action, 
either executive or congressional, which 
would tend to diminish this great stand-_ 
ard of excellence and fighting ability 
would ·bring hot opposition on the part 
of this Subcommittee on Appropriations. 

According to law, the total strength 
of our Regular Marine Corps is 100,000 
men. That is the maximum strength 
permitted. 

We could not, therefore, increase over 
100 000 men, but we could increase the 
active Reserve which is being trained 
once "a week with a vacation period of 
training, subject to immediate call in 
the event of an emergency. "vVe not only 
increased it without a request on the 
part of anyone, but we doubled that 
Reserve. 

In the matter of the Naval Reserve, 
we gave them their most ambitious esti
mate. It was not requested-it was not 
even proposed prior to the request of 
this subcommittee. "vVe upped the 
amount of funds necessary because there 
again there is a limitation by law on 
the Regular Navy and while we d1d not 
need that limitation by law in the entire 
fiscal year 1947, there was no point in 
keeping a Regular Navy over and above 
the needs of the facilities whi-ch that 
Regular Navy had to use. Having given 
them all of the facilities, we gave them 
all the men they requested, to use those 
facilities. But to go beyond that, so 
that the United States of America might 
be ready for any emergency, we asked 
them what their most ambitious request 
might be for an active Naval Reserve, 
and we gave them that. Furthermore, 
we have the facilities today both in 
armories and in facilities which can be 
immediately available for armories to 
give . us the strongest Naval Reserve in 
the history of the Nation. That active 
Naval Reserve is subject to immediate 
call to action in the event of an e:ncr-

gency. Some have contended that it 
was a contractual obligation on the part 
of the enli~tee to go if he chose to go. 
'That is not true. He is subject to im.;. 
mediate call. 

Then we did a most important thing, 
it seemed to us. We increased the re
search. I think it is only candid to say 
that none of us can actually foresee just 
what form the war of tomorrow may 
take. With the rapid advance of science 
and with the many things we have 
learned in the last war, there is no 
more important thing we could do than 
to make available to our Navy, and the 
same is true for our Army, everythi-ng 
we possibly can so that there shall be 
no restriction on the freedom of our 
scientists to go ahead with the research 
they must pursue to gain the knowledge 
of the future. We upped this research 
allowance, we think amply-probably 
more than they will actually spend in 
the next fiscal year. But it was not the 
desire of any member of thts subcom
mittee to be in any way stingy in that.... 
regard. 

I want to say something. about these 
ships. Last evening or this morning, 
according to the press, we have sunk 114 
ships-28 of which were never in exist
ence. The facts reveal that we did not 
sink a single ship nor is a single ship to 
be scrapped. Talk about 1'14 ships yes
terday-we come today to learn that · 
there were not 114 ships and there never 
have been. There were 114 ships on . 
paper, 28 of which portions of the hull 
had been laid; and prior even to the sub
mission of the 1-A plan, those portions 
of the hull had been scrapped by the 
Navy because they · felt no need for the 
continuance of that building program. 
Yet it is only a few hours since we 
have been besieged to save 114 ships, 
instead of getting down to the facts in 
the matter. ' 
. Now, we had Admiral Cochrane, Chtef 
of the Bureau of Ships, before two mem
bers of the subcommittee and our very 
able and distinguished clerk, Mr. Mc
Fall, of that committee, who has done 
such a great job under such difficult cir
cumstances because of the confused 
budget. This meeting was last evening 
at 5 o'clock. The purpose was to learn 
if there was any knowledge which we 
had confused in this voluminous hear
ing that took so long. 
. Well, here are the facts. The differ
ence in the 1-A plan and the 2 plan on 
pap2r was 114 ships. Twenty-eight of 
those hulls, partially laid, were canceled 
months ago, and portions scrapped. Six 
of those ships, possibly seven but cer
tainly six, will be used in the atomic 
bomb tests. If the tests result as many 
feel they wm, it is quite probable that 
those six will not be usable even for 
satisfactory scrap. That left 80 ships. 

Here is the statement of Admiral 
Cochrane, Chief of the Bureau of 
Ships, as I wrote it, as I read it to him 
after he said it, and as he confirmed it: 

We are not sinking 114 ships. We 
would not recommend any one of those 
ships to be manned or refitted. 

He said of the 80 ships that they were 
in the obsolescent class, and that the 
majority of them had not been refitted 
after serious damage. They are at the 
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present moment tied up. The gentle
man from Georgia and our committee 
want them tied up, and then is nothing 
in this bill which unties them. 

Mr. YINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PLOESER. Not at this point. I 
will yield later. 

The CHAIRMAN. The tirr ... e of the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. PLOESER] 
has expired. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman five additional min
utes. 

Mr. PLOESER. It is proposed that 
an amendment be presented to this bill 
increasing it some $32,000,000. There is 
a curious question that goes through my 
mind which I do not propose to ask but 
I think I should state aloud. The 1-A 
plan of the Navy called for almost $2,..: 
000,000,000 more, because there is a lot 
more to maintaining a larger Navy than 
what has been proposed by this sub
committee-than the mere tying up of 
80 ships. The amendment is to be pro
posed to add $32,000,000, to which I can
not agree, because Admiral Cochrane 
also told us last evening that those ships 
could be continued in their present 
status with the amount of $53,000,000 
now allotted in this bill for the class 3 
care of ships. . 

It is easy enough to imply even the 
slightest degree of censorship to this 
committee, but there is only one place 
we can get our facts anti that is from 
those competent individual authorities. 
We have retraced our steps innumerable 
times on this situation throughout the 
entire hearings. If ,any of you care to 
take the time to read thj,s great volume 
of hearings you will find revealed in 
there that the chairman of thi. sub
committee and myself in particular pur
sued the question of the Budget action 
on the 1-A plan. 

There is not any sympathy that I 
have been able to detect on this subcom

-mittee for the idea that the Budget Bu
reau should deteriniLe the size of the 
United States Navy. Quite to the con
trary, I find a complete harmony with 
the thought that it is the duty and the 
responsibility of this Congress; but, in 
view of the circumstances, are we to 
recommend the unnecessar~ building of 
ships? 

The other day we passed a provision 
in the rescission bill which allowed the 
completion of certain ships which on 
the average were over 80 percent com
pleted in dollar value and 20 percent 
physically as respects each individual 
ship; and we did it because they were 
the most modern ships yet to be pro
duced, and because of the fact it was 
not only wise from the standpoint of 
defense but it was likewis_j dollar wise 
to complete the building o:!' those ships. 
In the long run it would cost the Amer
ican public less to c. mplet~ them than 
to destroy them. There has been no 
restriction on those funds in this bill. 
The Navy has testified that they had the 

- money to complete all of them and this 
committee has not in any way inter
fered. Quite to the contrary, it unani
mously supported the action and recom
mended it to the House just a few days 
ago. 

I am not going ~o yielc1 to any man in Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
my desire to see our strong first arm of gentleman yield? 
defense kept integrated and kept in . Mr. PLOESER. I yield to the gentle
fighting condition, and I am talking man from Georgia. 
about the United dtates Navy !:l.nd its Mr. VINSON. I appreciate the gentle
component, the United States Marine man's courtesy in yielding. The gentle
Corps. I do not subscribe in one degree man knows· that the ships· cannot be 
to the advocates who would tend to tied up and they cannot be put into these 
abolish the Marine Corps or diminish berthing places unless the Navy has 
the value or the importance of our Navy sufficient space for them. The ·Navy 
which I may remind you is the only inte- only has enough space for those which 
grated a;rmed servic~ the United States have already been agreed upon to go into 
has. berthing spaces. In a conference this 

So much for the Navy portion of this morning with the gentlemaP from New 
bill. The gentleman from Georgia York [Mr. COLE], and Admiral Coch
earlier asked me to yield. I am no,w rane, the admiral said it woulu cost 
pleased to yield to him i:l he so desires. $15,000,000 to provide additional spaces 

Mr. VINSON. Not now to take these ships. All I am asking for 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the and all the committee is asking for is 

gentleman from Missouri has expired. that we preserve these 80 ships at a 
Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I cost of $15,000,000. Later on it may 

yield the gentleman ten additional min- be that we will want to give them to 
utes. South America, but for the time being 

Mr. PLOESER. I wish now to talk let us not do, as Admi.ral Cochrane said 
about another duty this committee was would have to be done with these 80 
obliged to perform this year, a new duty, ships, dispose of them. 
a· painful one, one requiring a major Mr. PLOESER. The admiral stated 
operation which we attempten to per- to us what I have already said. : do not 
form. · know that there would be any point in 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, before repeating it. He said they could con
the gentleman proceeds tc another sub- tinue the present status of the ships 
ject will he yield? within the $53,000,000 allowed for the 

Mr. PLOESER. I yield. class 3 care of ships. 
Mr. CHURCH. The gentleman from Mr. VINSON. The amendment I shall 

Georgia, the ·chairman of the Naval Af- , offer is the result of a conference we 
fairs Committee, talked about the 80 had· in which Admiral Cochrane said 
ships. The gentleman from Missouri $15,000,000 additional would have to be 
now talks about those same ships. I appropriated. 
gather that Admiral Cochrane said that Mr. PLOESER. What ·I stated has 
those 80 were obsolete. The gentleman been the result of a conference with Ad- ' 
from Georgia said 69 had been built miral Cochrane last evening . . It is high 
since Pearl Harbor. time, and I am sure the gentleman from 

Mr. PLOESER. He did not say obso- Georgia will agree with me, that the 
Jete, he said obsolescent. Navy keep its figures straight. 

b Mr. VINSON. · We both agree then 
Mr. CHURCH. No~ quite o solete. that these 80 ships should not be 
Mr. PLOESER. That is somewhere scrapped, do we? 

on the down grade between modern and Mr. PLOESER. Yes, and there is 
obsolete. 

Mr. C!lURCH. SiJ{ty-nine of them nothing in this bill to scrap them. Not 
have been built since Pearl Harbor. Has a single member of the committee wants 

to scrap them. 
tLe gentleman . any information about Mr. VINSON. Then, to be absolutely 
the 69? sure that they will not be scrapped, why 

Mr. PLOESER. I am giving you the is it not the safe thing to merely provide 
information as given to the members of an expenditure of $15,000,000 so that we 
our committee last evening at 5 o'clock may be certain and we will know they 
by the Chief of the Bureau of Ships. Let will not be scrapped an.d we will have 
me further say that many of these ships, attained the same objective? 
I think I said the majority of these Mr. PLOESER. If the facts are as 
ships, have not yet been refitted after confused as they seem to be we will never 
serious damage. It is perfectly possible know if they continue in this confusion. 
to have r. brand new ship knocked out Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Mr. Chair
and, as I understand it, obsolescent so man, will the gentleman yield? 
far as its practical use is concerned. · In Mr. FLOESER. I yield to the gentle-
other worgs, it may cost more to repair man from Texas. 
the ship than it is worth. Mr. THOMAS of Texas. This morn-

Mr. CHURCH. Would the gentleman ing at 10 o'clock two members of the 
contend, as did the chairman of the subcommittee met with a high~ranking 
Committee on Naval Affairs, that the 69 naval officer and we asked him, "What 
ships completely knocked out should be authority do you have to scrap any 
brought back into service? ships?" He said, "We have an old law 

Mr. PLOESER. If the gentleman was passed in 1882 that sets up a survey 
listening, and I think he was, there were board. When that survey board says 
not· 69 ships completely knocked out. a ship is no longer necessary for Navy 
The gentleman from Georgia, as I un- needs then it can be disposed of or 
derstood him, wanted these ships tied scrapped." We asked him, "What is 
up in class 3 preservation. your intention about these ships that 

Mr. VINSON. That is right. a~e in disagreement?" He stated, 
Mr. PLOESER. That is where they "Frankly, we do not need them. If we 

are going under this bill, if they are not were going to have a war tomorrow they 
already there? might be of some use, but we have all 
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the funds we need right now to do what 
we contemplate doing with them." · 

I suggest to the chairman of the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs, if he is going to 
tell the high-ranking officers of the Navy 
what to do and how to do it, if he is dis
pleased with the action the Navy has 
taken, that his able committee bring to 
the floor a bill directing exactly what 
course the Navy should pursue. Then, 
if they need funds, submit it through the · 
regular channels to your Appropriations 
Committee. That committee will be 
more than fair and go along with any
thing reasonable that the Navy suggests. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield. 

Mr. PLOESER. I yield to the gentle
man from < ~orgia. . 

Mr. VINSON. That is exactly what 
the Congress has done. Congress has 
said, "We want a navy of 1,079 ships," 
and the Committee on Appropriations 
said, "We only have money available for 
965 ships." 

Mr. PLOESER. It might be said also, 
and it was said not later than a few hours 
ago, that this bill was reported to have 
the effect ·of scrapping 114 ships, when 
care had not been adequately taken to 
find that 28 of those ships never existed. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PLOESER. I yield to the gentle-
1

• 

man from California. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. May I ask the gen

tleman if he would mind advising the 
House who the person was that made 
that statement? 

Mr. PI OESER. I do not want to go 
that far in this controversy. I think 
we ·are all trying to get the same thing, 
and we are going to get it. We are not 
sinking any part of the Navy that is 
usable. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman Yield? 

Mr. PLOESER. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. I 
wa;s wondering if the distinguished· gen
tleman from Texas could or cared to in
form the House who the high-ranking 
naval officer was who gave him that 
statement this morning. I think we 
ought to have it. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. No one but 
Vice Admiral Cochrane, who built these 
ships and whose job it is to maintain 
them. and if he does not know, I do not 
know of a man in the Navy that does. 

Mr. VINSON. And it was the distin
guished Vice Admiral Cochrane who ad
vised the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CoLE] and myself in the presence 
of -Admiral Nimitz in my office that to 
take care of these 80 ships you would 
have to have increased berthing space 
costing $14,000,000. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 
: Mr. PLOESER. 1 I yield to the gentle

man from Texas. 
. Mr. THOMAS of Texas. They were 

pressing me for an estimate and the 
admiral said, "Of course, under the times 
and circ.umstances, that I gave them a 
figure right out of the air." · 

Mr. PLOESER. If there are no fur
ther requests on that particular subject, 

XCII--350 

I want to get to this· part of the bill that 
has to do with the War Shipping Ad
ministration. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PLOESER. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. CHURCH. I cannot get over .this. 
Will the gentleman explain why, in lieu 
of our resolution for 1,079 ships, prac
tically unanimously adopted by th~ Con
gress, this Committx takes so much in
terest in the law of 1'882. before the gen
tleman and I were born, authorizing this 
scrapping. That seems to be the ques
tion involved here. By implication · it 
takes away the right to scrap certainly 
below 1,079 ships. 

Mr. PLO~SER. Would it satisfy the 
gentleman to know that the Navy 'told us 
that they are not going to scrap any 
of these ships? We have certainly made 
it plain to the Navy that we do not want 
a single ship scrapped. That is the an
swer, is it not? 

Mr. CHURCH. Partly? 
Mr. PLOESER. I do not want to go 

on following a seesaw here now. Is that 
not the answer? 
Mr~ CHURCH. Partly. 
Mr. PLOESER. What more does the 

gentleman want? · 
Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PLOESER. I yield to the gentle

man from Vermont. 
Mr. PLUMLEY. When the Congress 

said, and the Navy agreed, that it is not 
for scrapping any ships, what other 
answer could there be? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has again ex
pired. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
th_e gentleman 10 additional minutes. 

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
make this brief, but it deserves a very 
long "discussion. The only reason I do 
not make a I:onger discussion today is 
because I have taken up more time than 
I anticipated. I wish the Members of 
this Committee would refer to page 25 of 
the report of the committee. I am going 
to read a paragraph of that report to 
you because it reveals and indicts Ptob
ably the most delinquent case of public 
administration in America. This is what 
the committee had to say regarding the 
War Shipping Administration, and I will 
try to tell you briefly what we did to 
cure it: · 

This cost-allocation work should have been 
performed at the time the contracts were in 
progress in order that accurate cost-account
ing figures might then have been at hand 
and opportunity thus afforded for adequate 
comparisons' between construction costs of 
various ships at various yards. The com
mittee regards the failure to do this at the 
time as evidence of a complete disregard for 
proper accounting procedures and considers 
that the then-existing War Shipping Admin
istrator, Vice Admiral Emory Land, is de
serving Of censure for the failure to require 
performance-of this work. In order that the 
committee might become better informed o-n 
several items of information that had come 

. to its _ attention concerning evidence of in
excusable laxity in proper administration of 
the War Shipping Administration during the 
war, the committee called befor'e it the Comp
troller General of the United States, whose 

testimony served only to confirm opinions 
already entertained by the committee con
cerning these shortcomings. Comptroller 
General Warren, in the course of the· hear
ings, stated that "we have felt and have 
expressed time after time that we were not 
receiving from them the cooperation that 
W.J should have received. At the same time, 
I think we have called to their attention, and 
have reported to the Congress, a number of 
irregularities, extravagances, and bad busi
ness methods, as well as insufficiency of their 
records." 

I have never in my· business experi
ence in small degree or large, or in my 
experience in public service, witnessed 
a greater mess than that to be found in 
the War Shipping Administration. The 
records of Congress are replete with 
speeches and facts and :figures extended 
into the RECORD by the distinguished gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. WIG
GLESWORTH], and by the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont, showing that 
there is a lack of accounting for over 
$5,800.000,000 of money expended, the 
most disgraceful thing probably ever oc
curring in the history of this Nation. 
They just simply did not keep books. 

It came to our attention that identical 
ships cost 2 or 3 times in one shipyard 
what they cost in another. Books, if kept 
at all, were kept by memorandum, and 
today most of these memoranda cannot 
be found. This is the pattern and de
sign which permits of graft and corrup
tion in wholesale, and any man or group 
of men responsible for such action, who 
are willing to tolerate it, themselves must 
be held eventually fully accountable. 

The least this Congress could do would 
be to exercise its right and conduct a 
special investigation into the War Ship
ping Administration forthwith. It is 
hardly the duty of this committee. It 
should be the duty of eith~r a regular 
committee of . the House or the Senate 
or of a special committee. Under our ac
tion the General Accounting Office will 
come in. They have already revealed 
gross and negligent error and careless- . 
ness. We have sought to do this so as to 
expedite matters as much as possible to 
discontinue as of June 30th of this year 
the War Shipping 'Administration, and 
to transfer its duties and its responsibili
ties during the liquidation period to the 
Maritime Commission, with instructions 
that it shall be liquidated by December 
31 of this year-1946. 

We have cut the .appropriation-! do 
not think sufficiently-but we were hesi
tant to throw any stone in their way to 
prevent liquidation. So I think we have 
been ·liberal-too liberal-though I have 
agreed to this liberality because of un- · 
foreseen contingencies which could very 
possibly arise. We have ordered them 
to get charteretl ships back into the 
hands of their owners by September 1, 
not by legislative action within the bill, 
but by restriction of the amount of 
funds. _-

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. PLOESER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from California . 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I read 
the statement which the gentleman read. 
It is very interesting. Do the irregulari
ties, extravagances, and bad business 
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practices, and insuffieiency·-of the rec
ords exist with regard to the termination 
of contracts? If the gentleman will re
member, we passed a law regarding the 
termination of contracts. 

Mr. PLOESER. It would be almost 
impossible to answer your question be
cause, let me ·tell you, on the building 
of many of these ships they did not keep 
any books. The shipbuilder would send 
in what they ·needed for their pay roll 
and ask for so much material, and they 
would pay the pay roll and bills with
out checking them and send them the 

· material that they needed and then they 
would pay the shipbuilder what they 
thought the profits should be. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. What I 
am thinking of is that in terminating 
these contracts there are frequently 
large items for unliquidated damages 
which are not 'compensable or are not 
determinable in a very accurate way. I 
wonder if any of this money went into 
the hands of- the contractors when there 
is no record to determine how much they 
got or what the equity of it was. 

Mr. PLOESER. It i~ quite possible, 
if not probable, that it did. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PLOESER. I am very happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. STEFAN. The ·gentleman has 
made a startling ·statement here today. 
The indictment you make against Ad
miral Land is also startling. Admin~J 
Land has a very distinguished record and 
has been decorated many times. 

Mr. PLOESER. Let me say to the 
gentleman that there is nothing distin
guished about this record. 

Mr: STEFAN. The reason I originally 
rose is that when the gentleman made 
this charge and this statement I was go
ing to ask .. the gentlemaq if his commit
tee is recommending some investigation 
.into these situations. 

Mr. PLOESER. No; that was my per
sonal statement and recommendation. I 
do not speak for the committee. 

Mr. STEFAN. I think an investiga
tion should be made. · 

Mr. PLOESER.· An investigation 
should be made forthwith. 
'-Mr. STEFAN. Absolutely, I agree 
with the gentleman. The geptleman 
also says that his committee in its report 
indicates that the sins of the former 
administration shoJl].d not be put on the 
shoulders of those in charge of the ad
ministration at this time. Yet you in
dicate you are cutting their appropria
tion to liquidate. You realize that is go
ing to be quite a handicap if you have 
not allowed them enough funds to liq-
uidate. , 

Mr. PLOESER. No; the report of the 
committee is that the sins ·of the past 
should not be put on the present mem
bers or the new members of the Maritime 
Commission, and I was talking about the 
War Shipping Administration. You 
must differentiate between the two. We 
meant no indictment of their actions. 

Mr. Chairman, I include with my re
marks an editorial from the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch which is the result of an 
article written by Edward Harris, the re-

. cent Pulitzer prize winner, which covers 

this subject in a very able manner. I 
hope it is just the beginning of his in
vestigation. 

I also include Mr. Harris' article: 
[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch] 

THE SHIPPING SCANDAL 
The strong odor of scandal exudes from the 

wartime administration of our merchant 
fleet, yet Congress is trying to turn its nose 
away. · As Edward A. Harris reported in this 
newspaper, demands for a congressional in
vestigation have been ignored . 

The evidencP. of potential scandal is 
thicker around Washington than masts in a 
shipyard, so escape from the elementary 
facts is impossible. Representative WIGGLES
WORTH of Massachusetts has even put some 
Of the evidence into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, in the form of a report by the Comp
troller General. The report states flatly that 
there is a discrepancy of ~5.821,498 ,000 in the 
records of the United States Maritime Com
mission and the War Shipping Administra
tion. 

allQWS subsidies up_ to 50 percent on both the 
'construction and operating costs of a vessel. 

Since the United States is committed to 
private ownership, return of the sl_lips to their 
owners requires some subsidization. This 
protects our merchant marine against cheap 
foreign competition, and preserves a shipping 
reserve in case of war. But if shipping firms 
profiteered at the taxpayers' expense during 
the past .war, Congress owes the public a 
review of shipping operation in the future. 
The people are wi1Ung to pay to float a mer
chant marine, but not for a supercargo of 
profits, and certainly not for the bilge of 
corruption. • 

The whole question of t~e future of our 
merchant service depends on its operation in 
the past If the past represents scandal, then 

. policy and the men in ch,arge must be 
changed. Congress has a duty to investigate, 
and make all the facts plain, for the facts 
already known are enough to make the Amer-
ican people suspect piracy. · 

[From the St, Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch of 
May 17. 1946] 

MARITIME AGENCY CoNTROL ROW MAY DECIDE 
ACTION ON LOOTING CHARGEs-$5,822,498,000 
DISCREPANCY REPORTED ·FOUND IN RECORDs
TWO REPUBLICANS CALL FOR INQUIRY BY 
CONGRESS 

(By Edward A. Harris) 
WAsHIN.GTON, May 17.-A behind-th_e-sccnes 

· tug-of-war is being waged in the Capital 
for administrative · control of the United 
States Maritime Commission. The outcome 

Other scraps uf evidence, despite their 
abundance, and despite the efforts ·of Con
gressman WIGGLESWORTH,' have not generally 
reached th'\! public. For instance, the Con
gressman says that, during the war, the WSA , 
allowed 758 ships, more than 20 years old, 
to earn $200,000,000 in 18 months. Their 
book investment yalue was only $38,000,000. 
The Government, which operated the mer
chant fleet, paid the . difference . between 
reasonable and unreasonable profits, what
ever it was. 

., may .determine the :"ate of congressional de
mands for a sweeping investigation or' the 
wartime operations of the Commission and 
the War Shipping Administration. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH also notes that the Gov
ernment allowed insurance worth $477,000,-
000 tb be written on 690 vessels whose book 
value was $34,000,000. He says typical ships 
were insured for 10 to 20 times their prewar 
book values. When insurance premiums had 
to be paid, the taxpayers r'ic the paying. 

Many a vessel, according to Mr. WIGGLE3· 
w~RTH, floated throughout th~ war in milk 
drawn from the Government. He charges 
that the Government paid 5 to 10 times 
what a typical ship was worth, and that 
profits on voyages often were six to eight 
times the prewar price of the craft. He 
further states that the Maritime Commission 
renegotiated less than 60 percent of the 
astonishing profitable war shipping contracts. 

Perhaps the Commission and WSA c·an 'offer 
some defense of their recorcl. They did suc
ceed in building a fairly small merchant serv
ice up to a point where it had nearly tw_o
thirds of tHe world ·s commercial vessels. To 
do that, the Government had to rely on men 
from shipping interests for help, and to throw 
dollars this way and that for incentives. 
However, many another war agency succeeded 
against similar problems, without butting its 
bow into scandal. 

Now Senator AIKEN of Vermont says ex
amination of the Maritime Commission's rec
ord would reveal "the most shocking story 
of collusion, corruption and disregard of pub
lic interest." Since the Senator is not given 
to extreme statements, Congress might be 
expected to take his words as a challenge. 
Instead of that, as Mr . Harris reported, the 
challenge is met with "notable apathy." 

This is the worst possible time for Congress 
to pass the shipping administration with an 
apathetic blessing. For one thing, there is 
the current dispute over whether a Navy 
clique should continue to dominate the 
chairmanship of the Maritime Commission. 
Certainly if there was mismanagement, or 
corruption, during the war, that is a reflection 
on naval control, and civilians should be put 
in charge. 

Moreover, Congress has been considering 
proposals to turn the merchant fleet back to 
private ownership, under exceedingly liberal 

· terms of sale, and under further subsidies 
to shipowners. The Shipping Act• of 1936 

A fighting Republican Progressive, Sena
tor GEORGE D. AIKEN, of Vermont, and Re
publican Represtntative ,RICHARD B. WIGGLEs
WORTH, of Massachusatts, pave charged pub
licly that the Federal Treasury was looted· of 
billions of dollars during the war through 
fl.agrant maladministration of the Maritim~ 
Commission and the WSA. 

"When an examination of Maritime Com
mission affairs has been brought up to date," 
said Senator AIKEN on the Senate floor a tew 
weeks ago, "it will be the most shocking 
story of collusion, corruption, and disregard 
to public interest ever presented against an 
agency of the United States Government." 

Repeatedly, but to no avail, AIKEN and 
WIGGLESWORTH have pleaded for a congres
sional investigation of the two Government 
agencies. Their demands were given impetus 
by an audit report on the finances of the 
Commission and the WSA compiled by Comp
troller General Lindsay Warren, who is an
swerable only to Congress. 

CHARGES CONCEALMENT 
AIKEN charged in a floor speech that the 

audit report was sent to Admiral -Emory S. 
Land last Novemb3r 19, when Land was still 
Commission chairman and administrator of 
the WSA, but ~hat the chairman did not show 
it to the other Commission members. The 
report, said AIKEN, was concealed from all 
but Land's director of finance, R. Earl An
derson. 

Shortly after Admiral Land departed from 
the Commission to ta~e his present post as 
president of the Air Transport Association, 
the remaining members, last February 7, 
summarily removed Anderson, who then un
successfully sought appointment to the Com.:. 
mission itself. Warren's audit, meantime, 
was somehow obtaineq by WIGGLESWORTH and 
read into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Where 
it was viewed by most legislators with nota
ble apathy. 

Yet it was one of the severest indict
mi:mts of a Government agency ever unloosed 
by the General Accounting Office. It stated 
that a discrepancy of $5,822,498,000 .had been 
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found in the financial records of the com
mission and the . WSA, describing this as a 
"gap between recorded fact and actual fact." 
It dealt with the fiscal period prior to June 
30, 1943. 

Just how much of this ''gap" was at
tributed to careless bookkeeping and how 
much. if any , was due to what AIKEN termed 
"juggling of accounts" and "corrup~ion," 
AIKEN and WIGGLESWORTH conceded, can be 
determined only by a full-fledged congres
sional inquiry with ah expert. staff of investi-

. gators and certified public accountants at its 
disposal, and having the power to subpena 
witnesses. 

TRUMAN REPORTED INFORMED 
Informed sources, meanwhile, · said Presi

dent Truman is fully aware of the situation, 
and has been moving toward a houseclean:
ing reorganization of the Commission itself. 
But the key to the situation, they assert, is 
the appointment of a Commission chairman, 
and it is here that potent political groups 
are exerting pressure on the White House to 
name a chairman who would deter or block 
any congressional investigation of the letting 
of wartime contracts . 

The .-,resent members of the Commission 
are Raymond S . McKeough, a Chicago Demo
crat who took office last fall after abortive 
opposition by a few Senators based on his 
one-time identification with the National 
Citizens' Political Action Committee; John 
M. Carmody, veteran .Democratic member; 
and a new appointee, Richard Parkhurst, Re
publican. The. law provides that no more 
than three members of the five-man Com
mission may belong to any one party. 

McKeough is said to favor an investiga
tion, and it is rumored that influential men 
in the shipbuilding and ship-owning indus
tries, as well as highly placed Navy men. are 
trying to block hi!! elevation to chairman. 
This group, it is said, is anxious to see an
other Navy man head the Commission, in the 
tradition of Admiral Land and other Navy 
men who preceded him in the post. 

HANNEGAN . FOR ~'KEOUGH 
To fill the vacancy left by Admiral Land, 

Truman last week sent to the Senate the 
nomination of Vice Admiral William Ward 
Smith, who reportedly had th_e backing of 
Reconversion Director John W. · Snyder and 
Admiral Land. Once confirmed by the Sen
ate, the Navy clique would· like to see Smith 
appointed chairman by the President, while 
Democratic Chairman Robert E. Hannegan is 
known to favor McK.eough. In the short time 
that McKeough has been on the Commission 
he has m ade an excellent record , and is widely 
regarded as a liberal of unimpeachable in
tegrity. 

Speculation over the selection of a perma
nent chairman was heightened yesterday 
when President Truman, at his regular press 
conference, announced the appointment of 
McKeough as "temporary" chairman. Even 
McKeough himself reportedly did not know 
whether this presaged his elevation perma
nently or whether it was merely a t emporary 
workir_g arrangement due to the resignation 
of Capt. Edward Macauley, U. S . N. retired , as 
member and :lCting chairman. 

Macauley's resignation earlier this week 
leaves another vacancy to be filled, and here 
again a struggle is going on to "get to the 
President." Macauley quit due to ill health. 
The naval group favors the appointment of 
Vice Adm. Earl W. Mills, and would then 
be satisfied if Mills got the chairmanship 
instead of Vice Admiral Smith. Hannegan 
favors the appointment of a non-Navy man, 
and with th~s seesaw baclrground, the Pres
ident is expected to act very soon on both 
the chairmans):lip and the new appointee. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Virginia tMr. BLAND]. 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Chairman, the re
port and the evidence, of course. have 
been before the House but a limited time 
and I have not had an · opportunity to 
study them in detail. I feel, however, 
that I .would be untrue to every instinct 
of. my being if I did not demur to that 
portion of the report which condemns 
Admiral Land or says that he is deserving 
of the severest censure. I have served 
with Admiral Land ·from the time that 
he came to the Commission, and I have 
never seen. a harder worker or one who 
tried more persistently and continuously 
to -do his full duty to the Nation. His 
service in the Navy was very distin
guished, and no less so ·in the Maritime 
Commission. Undoubtedly the record 
will show that mistakes have been made; 
doubtless many errors in judgment have 
been made. For several y~ars I have 
personally tried to adjust differences be
tween the General Accounting Office and 
the· Maritime Commission or the War 
Shipping Administration, and at times I 
though I was getting somewhere. It was · 
impossible to secure accountants to in
vestigate this situation adequately. We 
were at war. I shall not criticize anyone 
on the committee. They are all my 
friends. They have done a splendid job, 
and I am proud of that work. But we 
all make mistakes. I welcome all com
mittees at all times going into the facts 
of any matter and presenting-the facts 
. to the people. - However, I do protest 
against any censure of Admiral Land. 
There can never be taken away from Ad
miral 'Land the ·truth that he was a 
material factor in winning this war. 
He was one of the greatest factors in 
our struggle. Dollars were expended in 
large measure, but if, to win this war, 
dollars had to be spent, it was better that 
they should be spent rather than that 
the lives of our boys should be lost. I 
would rather see money sacrificed and, 
if you choose to treat it as wasted, then 
wasted, rather than that any one of our 
soldiers being. carried to foreig-n lands 
should be destroyed by the enemy or 
should arrive too late or should fail to 
receiv~ munitions of war. What is the 
record? . Ships were built with marvel
ous speed and in unbelievable numbers. 
Transportation on the ships was effected 
without the loss of a single soldier being 
carried to fight abroad as far as I know. 
Many of those ' expenditures were , gone 
into .by the Committee on Renegotiation. 
Iri all probability large sums were recov
ered by renegotiation. Expenditures in 
one yard differed from expenditures in 
another yard. 

During the course of our investigation 
I have said frequently to investigating 
counsel that we wished to go into ex
penditures fully. They have answered 
me, "Where can you get the accountants, 
and you do not have the money with 
which to pay them?" The men were on 
the fighting line ana I would rather they 
had been fighting on the firing line than 
sitting at home in swivel chairs examin
ing the records of money that was being 
spent. I do not justify the unwarranted 
expenditure of money any more than any 
other man in this House. I wish we 
cmild conserve . funds. But I have risen 
to say that in my opinion the faults 

arise not from Admiral Land; if they 
exfst, they probably arose in the many 
offices under him, whose minute opera
tions he could not supervise in full. If 
any one human being could haye done 
all that was required to be done by Ad
miral Land, then he might be censur
able. But Admiral Land· could not do 
all the work he was trying to do. I know 
that at times he came to see me in the 
hospital when he should have been•there 
himself. There were times when he ap
peared before our committee when he 
himself should have been conserving his 
strength and taking care of himself. 
For one, no censure shall ever be made o1 
him with my approval. I know the work 
that he did and I glory in that work. 
Oh, gentl~men, it is time to stop censur
ing individuals and condemning and 
criticizing each other. We .have won a 
war. Now we have got to win the peace. 
Now we must devote our energies to re
construction and to building up this 
world for the future rather than· con
suming valuable time in criticizing, con
demning, and abusing. 

I shall appear always to the best of 
my ability in defense of the splendid 
service of Admiral Land and of his fellow 
Commissioners. 

. The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from · Massachusetts [Mr. 
WIGGLESWORTH]. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair
man, I have taken the floor primarily to 
compliment the memlJers of the sub
committee in charge oi this bil~ on the 
recommendation which they h~ve made 
in respect to the War Shipping Adminis
tration and the United States Maritime 
Commission. 

In my judgment, the recommendation 
looking to the liquidation of the War 
Shipping Administration, a war agency 
created by Executive order, and placing 
it under the jurisdiction of the Maritime 
Commission , an agency set up by the 
Congress, at the earliest possible,moment, 
indicates the right course of action to 
pursue at this time. Among other things 
it will eliminate one further wartime 
bureaucracy. 

As a member of the subcollliriittee in 
charge of appropriations for the inde
pendent offices, I have had occasion as 
the Members of the House know, to speak 
·many times in re~pect to these two agen
cies. 

On each occasion I think I have paid 
tribute to the results obtained in terms of 
construction and operation of the two 
agencies during the war through the pa
triotic efforts of workers and manage
ment alike. At the same time, Mr. 
Chairman, I am sure that all will agree 
that no war CStn justify the shortcomings 
in. respect to the financial operations of 
the two agencies as they have appeared 
to be. 
· Year after year I have stooU. on the 

floor of this House and .called attention to 
scand.alous eonditions apparently exist
ing in the financial operations of both 
t!1ese agencies. Year afte::: year ! have 
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inserted in the pages of the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD tables and figures indicat
ing apparently gross waste of the people's 
money through excessive purchase prices, 
through excessive charter hire, thnugh , 
excessive insurance payments, and 
through excessive allowances for vessels 
traded in. · . 

I have pointed to the allowance of the 
many millions of dollars ~n tax-exempt 
funds, apparently contrary to the pro
visions of applicable law, and as it now 
appears, contrary to repeated expressed 
opinions of the general counsel of the · 
Maritime Commission. · 

I have pointed uut other ways in which 
it has appearerl in the absence of investi
gation, that the money of the people of 
America has been wasted in large sums. 

Year after year I have stood on this 
fluor and advocated a thoronghgoing in
vestigation of these two agencies either 
by a regular standing committee of this 
House or by a select committee set up for 
that purpose. 

Judisdictiori of the agencies has re
cently been turned over to the subcom
mittee in charge of naval appropriations. 
And what happens? 

This subcommittee unanimously con
demns the financial operations that have 
take:1 place in the two agencies. This 
subcommittee unanimously goes so far 
as to censure the responsible head of the 
two agenciep. This subcommittee and 
the Appropnation'> Cummittee as a whole 
by its action unanimously confirms. the 
general picture which has been indicated 
in the statements I have made on the 
floor of this House in the years that have 
passed. 

On January 23, 1946, I inserted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD two audits pre
pared by the Comptroller of the United 
States, one of these audits referring to 
the War Shipping Administration, the 
other referring to the Maritime Commis
sion, both of them covering the period up 
to and including the fiscal year 1943. 

Those two audits required 15 pages 
Of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and I SUb
mit that they constitute the most damn
ing indictment of any Federal depart
ment of Federal agency in my entire 
experience of 18 years as a Member of 
this House. 

What did they show? I have not the 
time to go into the detail of the reported 
mishandling of the people's money. 

They show among other things, how
ever, as far as the War Shipping Adminis
tration is concerned, 28 different cate
gories of major errorf of omission and 
commission and 3 different categories of 
objectionable operational practices. 

They show as far as the Maritime 
Commission is concerned, 19 categories of 
major err0rs o.f omission and commission 
and 14 objectionable operational prac-
tices. · 

They include 33 different specific 
recommendations with a view to putting 
the financial houses of the two agencies 
in order and, as the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. PLoESER] has stated, they in
dicate that over $5,800 ,000,000 of tl;le peo
ple's money have been spent and not 
properly accounted for. 

Mr. Chairman, that figure of $5,800,
- 000 ,000, officially reported by the Comp

troller General of the United States in 

the absence of investigation, indicates 
the possibility of a scandal in the finan

. cial operations of the two agencies com
pared to which Teapot Dome may sink 
into insignificance. 

I do not know what the present ad- . 
ministration intends to do about the 
situation. I do know that the President 
is fully informed of it. I do know that 
the so-called Truman committee, of 
which he was the chairman, never made 
any recommendation in the matter . . ' , 

The Attorney General of the United 
States must surely be fully posted of the 
general picture in respect to these agen
cies, and should be cGnversant with the 
audits of the Comptroller General pub
lished in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD . • I 
do not know what he plans to do. J It 
seems to me as Attornev General of the 
United States he has a very definite duty, 
in the light of all that has been developed 
over the years in respect to the financial 
operations of the~e ag<>ncies. 

I am not going to speak at greater 
length, Mr. Chairman. I close with the 
thought that I have so often expressed. 

If this adm·nistration 1s going to do 
nothing about this situation, if the Attor
ney General is going to takE> no steps in 
the light of the picture that .has been 
painted, then I submit that the Congress, 
and this House in particular, has an im
perative · duty to instigate and carry 
through a thorough investigation of the 
entire situation at the earliest possible 
moment. 

The responsible heads of the two 
agencies have a right either to be cleared 
or to be held responsible for whatever 
situation may be developed. It is the 
people's money that is in question. The 
people are entitled to the facts. 

I hope that it will not be long before 
an impartial, fearless. thoroughgoing in
vestigation is inaugurated and carried to 
a conclusion. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman fr~ 
Wi~consin [Mr. MURRA'Y]. 

Mr. MURRAY of Vvisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I again wish to ask, What 
are we in Wash1ngton going to do for 
Eddie? Time is running short. Eddie 
has not any backlog of war profits to de
pend upon. Eddie is . the veteran I told 
you about yesterday. He is trying to 
build up a small meat slaughtering busi
ness out in Wisconsin. 

Paragraph three of his letter of May 
18 states: · 

However I have done everything l can pos
sibly do to get a quota to ·butcher meat from 
the OPA but up to the present time, I have 
received nothing but promises-and promises 
don't help me much. 

I fear Eddie's hair will be turning gray 
long before he gets help from the OPA. 

I realize that our distinguished 
Speaker, the Honorable SAM RAYBURN, 
stated on 'the floor of the House on 
May 3: .... · 

I may say to the gentleman from New 
York and to others that I have spoken to 
people in high places and told them that I 
think that cattle ought to be removed from 
control. 

I realize that our distinguished col
league from Missouri, the chairman of the 
powerful Appropriations Committee. sup
ported the decontrol of meat. 

I realize that Secretary of Agriculture 
Anderson stated in the press that slaugh
ter control should be removed in 90 days 
if the present program does not work 
better. 

But Eddie cannot wait. When he was 
flying a bomber in India 2 years ago, the 
Congress spent many hours deciding on 
whether-or not and how he could vote. 
You remember the bobtail b11lot. But 
right now Eddie wants a chance to eat 
and a chanre to make an honest living. 
Does this administration wish to con
tinue the policy of allowing Eddie to kill 
but 10 head of cattle per month , and allow 
the big packers to kill thousands · upon 
thousands? Why do not these people in 
high places pay attention to our Speaker 
who knows something about the cattle 
business? Can it possibly be that ad
ministration spokesmen would work both 
sides of the street? Or would they? 

If the OPA and the office of the Secre
tary of Agriculture will not let cattle 
owners have feed · for their cattle, nor 
permission to kill them, it is time that 
someone does something for the Eddies 
in every county in America. 

I would like to ask any Member whether 
it makes sense to him to prohibit the 
killing of cattle, refuse feed for cattle, 
and keep the housewife .from obtaining 
meat for her family. I will yield to any 
Member on either side of the aisle at this 
p8int to answer. If you cannot I shall 
conclude you cannot, give a satisfactory 
answer. 

I will be waiting for your answer, but 
in the meantime, let us really see that 
something is done for the deserving 
Eddie in my district and the thousands 
of Eddies in your districts as well. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. MI. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. . 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. I certainly 
commend the gentleman for the stand 
he has taken. Only today I received a 
telegram from a constituent of mine in 
my good city of Houston. This man said 
that he had a capacity to slaughter 
about 110 head of cattle a day, and the 
quota is 18. He can get the cattle to 
slaughter, and yet they only give him a 
permit on the' theory that some time in 
the past he had violated some of their 
rules and regulations. This looks to me 
as a good example where their rules and 
regulations, instead of serving the public 
interest, nre hindering by keeping meat 
off the table. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I thank 
the gentleman from Texas. 

May I repeat this statement about peo
ple in high places. I should like to know 
why they do not pay more attention to 
the distinguished Speaker of this House. 
I do not want any administration, 
whether this one or any other, to think 
they are going to work both sides of the 
street on this matter. They are either 
black or white.. They are one way or the 
other. If one group of the administra
tion thinks they are going to make the 
cattle people of this country believe they 
are for them and some other group of 
the administration believe they are not 
for them, -I think it is about time that 
we called their hand. 



1946 .CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 5549 
The OPA and the office of the Secre- have a slaughterhouse in that commu

tary of Agriculture will not let cattle nity that will really be a · good industry 
owners kill these cattle. At this very for the community. His county has over 
time they will not let the-man kill them, 60,000 cattle, and over a quarter of a mil
at a time when the housewife cannot go lion cattle are in the counties surround
to the market and get ' any meat. Yet ing the one in which he is located. Eddie 
out of the other side of their mouth they can slaughter but 10 per month, but he 
tell them they cannot have any feed to can do down to the depot and see car-
feed the cattle. loads on the way to the big packers. 

I again wish to yield at this time to Here we are, 435 Members. We are 
any Member on either side of this aisle supposed to be able to do something for 
to tell me what" this administration wants these people. I do not know what kind 
the cattle owners of America to do with of mail you are getting, but I get letters 
these cattle. Keep in mind nearly one- from people that want me to do some
half of these cattle are dairy cattle. One thing. for them. I want to do something 
Governmen~ agency does not want them for people who are entitled to it. I want 
to be killed, another Government to do everything in the world for Eddie 
agency does not want the cattle owners that I can think of. I even wrote a 
to have the . feed to feed them, and in letter to the President of the United 
addition they do not want anyone to eat . States, and I sent him copies of letters 
them either. I would be very glad to I had from Eddie. 
yield to any Member on either side of this Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, 
House to answer. If that question is not will the gentleman yield? 

. answered, it shows me there is not a Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield 
Member of this House on either side of to the geptleman from Colorado. 

. the aisle that ha& an'y answer that is Mr. CHENOWETH. The distinguished 
worth while, or else they will answer this gentleman from Wisconsin is recognized 
question. as one of the agricultural experts in this 

Mr. CHURCH. The gentleman is ask-· House. ' 
ing the wrong question. They want to Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. But I 
regiment the Eddies. have not yet been able to do anything 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. That much for Eddie. 
is not an answer to the question. Mr. CHENOWETH. He states he is 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, will the trying to do something for Eddie. May 
gentleman yield? · I inquire if the great Committee on Agri-

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield culture of this House, of whi~h the gen-
to the gentleman from Nebraska. tleman is a member, has brought out a 

Mr. CURTIS. Within the last Jew resolution prohibiting the imposition of 
days I have received a communication slaughter quotas? That would take care 
from a licensed slaughterer in my terri- of this situation very easily and very 
tory to the effect that he consumed his quickly and put a stop to all of this 
entire May quota of beef cattle in the nonsense. Why do you not do that? 
first 3 days of May. He has a plant that Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I do not 
cost considerable money. His customers think it is necessary to go back that far 
want meat, but he cannot get it because because it will take too long. Eddie 
of the OPA. While the gentleman bas cannot wait for the Agricultural Com
very ably pointed out the effect on Eddie, mittee, the Rules Committee and the 
the individual I mentioned has been in other body. He needs help right now. 
business for 30 years and has a reputable Mr. CHENOWETH. What can we do? 
concern that has done everything ·it could Mr. MURRA ~ of Wisconsin. The 
to comply with the rules. The OPA is House decided that in the OPA bill which 
not only ruining those men, but it is de- was just sent over to the other body. 
priving the working people, the poor They can take care of that. However, to 
people, and the middle-class people of show that I am in dead earnest about 
meat. With 75 percent of our .beef flow- this I will introduce a resolution that 
ing through black-market channels, they will allow Eddie to make a living. 
are raising the price of meat to the.con- Mr. CHENOWETH. Do you think the · 
sumers millions and millions of dollars other body will? 
above what it would be in a competitive Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I do not 
market. All of those profits go untaxed. know. They have the responsibility and 
That may be the more abundant life and the opportunity as well as we did. 
the Utopia we have been working for the Mr. CHENOWETH. I hope you will 
last 14 years, but the folks I know do not use your influence to see that it is done. 
like it. Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I do not gentleman yield? 
want to get into ·any partisanship in con- Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 
nection with this particular case. Eddie Mr. RIZLEY. I just want to say to the 
happens to come from one of the real gentleman I do not think Eddie or any
JEffersonian Democrat families of his body else need worry too much about 
community. I do not know what their meat hecause if they are going to want 
present political state o-f mind is today, sandwiches, they will have to have some 
but at least I know that Eddie wants to bread to go along with the meat. The 
make an honest living-a living he is en- gentleman may or may not know that in 
titled to under the Constitution of our Detroit, Mich., which is now one of the 
country. I do not think that politics is greatest industrial sections of the coun
of any particular interest to Eddie right try, the workers at the Dodge plant have 
today. I have known Eddie since he was already signed a resolution to the effect 
a boy. He was one of the cleanest-cut, that if they ar~ not furnished bread by 
most ambitious little chaps I ever saw. some time next week they are going to 
You just leave Eddie alone, and if he has quit. First, the meat went out of the 
his health, 10 years from now he will sandwiches, and now the bread is going 

out of the sandwiches. With that order 
that went out yesterday which had to do 
with wheat. I predict that it will 'not be 
but a little while before you find a situa
tion in every industrial section in this 
land where you will not be able to buy a 
loaf of bread. · 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. May I 
answer the · gentleman by saying that I 
am sure the wheat representatives in 
Congress are very capable of taking care 
of their own interests. I am interested 
in doing something for the small slaugh
terers of the United States. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr-. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. BENDER. The gentleman is very 

properly described as an expert in agri
culture. 

Mr. MURRAY of ·wisconsin. I do not 
care about that. I want to do something 
for Eddie right now . 

Mr. BENDER. I do not know any-
. thing about Eddie. I want to ask the _ 
gentleman how much horse meat is be
ing shipped to Europe for human con
sumption from this country. Does the 
gentleman know that? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I do not 
for sure. I have heard that they are hav
ing difficulty in getting packers in this 

· country to kill and dress horses because 
they do not want the American people 
to think they are putting any of it on the 
American market. Therefore, no great 
volume has ever been slaughtered in 
United States packing houses. 

Mr. BENDER. You know that in 
Europe horse meat is a standard diet in 
many places. Does not the gentleman 
feel that by shipping horse meat to these 
European countries we might help solve 
this problem? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. We have 
10.000,000 more cattle than we ever had 
before. I want Eddie to kill some of them 
so he can make a living and a-living that 
he is entitled to as a citizen of the United 
States. 

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
9 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. COLE]. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chair
man, the subject that has just been dis
cu&sed by the other Members is a very 
important and vital matter concerning 
the American people. However, the bill 
we have before us for our consideration is 
something quite foreign to the subject 
matter just discusseq. 

It had been m~' intention to discuss the 
differences between the Committee on 
Appropriations and the views of the 
Committee on Naval Affairs as outlined 
by the chairman of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs the gentleman from. 
Georgia [Mr. VINSON]. However, in view 
of comments that have been made by 
the members of the Committee on Ap
propriations and the quotations made 
by them voicing the statements of 
responsible naval officials, both civilian 
and military, I confess I am amazed, con
founded, confused, and not a little dis
appointed. 

May I have the attention of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. THOMAS], be
cause I want to make sure I understood 
him correctly when he quoted Admiral 
Cochrane -as saying this morning that 

• J 
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the Navy Department was satisfied with 
the amount of money allowed to them 
under this appropriation bill for the 
purpose of laying up ships; that none of 
the ships composing the difference be
tween plan 1-A and plan 2 would be 
scrapped as to those ships which are 
actually in being; that they do not need 
additional personnel to lay up whatever 
ships they think should be laid up; and 
that the sum of $53,000,000 is sufficient 
to take care of their responsibilities with 
respect to laying up ships. Is tl;lat a 
substantially correct quotation? 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. The gentle
man has propounded three or four ques
tions in one. I doubt if one part of it 
was covered in our cor:. versation, but he 
did state categorically that he had all 
the money he needed. 

Mr. COLE of New York. I should like 
to mak.: sure from some member of the 
Appropriations Committee who has al
ready e~pressed himself that none of 
the ships constituting the difference be- · 
tween plan 1-A and plan 2 will be 
scrapped. • 

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield. • 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield. 
Mr. PLOESER. I have stated on the 

floor my understanding and the com
mittee's understanding of Admiral Coch
rane's statement to us as of yesterday 
at 5 o'clock. I stated in detail some 
of the exact quotations he made when 
the Admiral was present. The gentle
man's understanding is correct. 

Mr. VINSON. Did you inquire of the 
chairman of the committee if that is his 
understanding also? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I assume 
there is · no disagreement between . the 
gentlemen on the Appropriations Com
mittee and their interpretation of what 
Admiral Cochrane said. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. My impression is 

identical with that of the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. PLOESER 1 ; and, in 
addition, about 20 minutes before I came 
to the floor this morning . I said, "Is this 
bill going to ·cause the scrapping of 80 

·ships?" His answer was, "No." I want 
to be absolutely fair. He said the ships 
are tagged for the purpose of review, to 
determine their eventual disposition. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Since there
sponsible men of the Navy have ·taken 
that position, which is contrary to the 
statements made by them to the mem
bers of the Naval Affairs Committee, I see 
no other alternative than for us who 
are interested in reinstating some funds 
but to retreat and withdraw from our 
position. The rug has been pulled from 
under our feet. 

It is most disconcerting, annoying, and 
discouraging to observe that the same 
men who have that responsibility tell 
one committee of the House of Repre
sentatives ha\dng responsibiTity with re
gard to the Navy certain statements and 
then to make qualifying or somewhat dif
ferent statements to other Members of 
the House who -also have an interest and 
responsibility with regard to the N~vy. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of New York. I yield. 
Mr. :ORADLEY of Pennsylvania. I just 

want to make the observation that I 
share the views of the gentleman with 
respect to the confusion which these 
Navy officers have caused by their con
tradictory statements. 

Mr. COLE of New York. All of the 
development that has transpired in the 
past 6 months with regard to the pro
gram for the future Navy is so mysterious 

reau who passed upon the Navy requisi
tions, but it is entirely possible that the 
men who used the blue pencil in Navy 
requisitions have had no experience with 
the Navy, had no understanding of naval 
problems, had no great appreciation of 
naval responsibilities, whose only train
ing was perhaps as a bookkeeper, ~s a 
businessman, perhaps ever as a lawyer; 
men who are not qualified to pass upon 
the military requirements to defend the 
interests of the country, certainly in such 
distressing and troublesome times as we 
are now passing through. For that rea
son and in order that the people in the 
Navy may get back to the job of running 

to me that I am wondering the reason be
hind it. To be somewhat repetitious of 
what has already been said, you will re-

/ call that last summer the Navy projected 
a peacetime fleet as being so many ships 
wh1ch constituted plan 1. They pre
sented that plan to the Budget. The 
Budget reduced it and came back to the 
Navy and insisted on a reduction. So 
the Navy acquiesced in plar~ No: 2, which 
is substantially the plan for which funds 
are made available by this appropriation 
bill. - The difference · in the number of 
ships between plan 1 and pla 1 2 is 114 
ships. Whether they were actually ships 
afloat or in dry dock under construction 

. the Navy, seeing to it that this Nation 
is adequately. efficiently, and completely 
protected, I make this protest and ex
press the view that this determined and 
persistent effort to consolidate the mili
tary services is disturbing, demoralizing, 
and unwholesome, and the whole ques
tion should either be settled quickly or 
be dropped entirely in order that there 
may be no possi8le further jeopardy of 
our national defense responsibilities. 

is not important. The c;ifference in the 
number was 1i4 ships. At· the same time 
that representatives of the Navy Depart
ment, both civilian and military, ap
peared before the appropriations com- • 
mittee acquiescing in this phn No. 2, 
which was a substantial reduction from 
their previous recommendations, these 
same officials were appearing before the 
House Naval Affairs Committee recom
mending plan No. 1, or at least looking 
with disfavor upon plan No.2. It is mys
terious to me why those men who have 
been trained for and w~o have the re
sponsitUity of looking after the Navy 
should on the one hand tell one congres
sional group one thing and at the same 
time tell another congressional group 
another thing. 

Frankly, I cannot help expressing pub
licly what probably is in the minds of 
everybody who is interested in the Navy, 
the acknowledgment that the Command
er in Gllief of our military forces today 
does not have the same interest in, the 
same advocacy of, the same determina
tion to have a large naval establishment 
as did the. predecessor Commander in 
Chief. At least not to the same degree. 

We all recognize that the Commander 
in Chief today is determined, persistent, 
and unwavering in his decision to unify 
the two military forces. I cannot help 
but have the ·feeling that perhaps that 

· situation has had some bearing on the 
attitude and the actions of individual 
naval officials in acquiescing in Budget 
recommendations, because of the fact 
that plan 1 for our Navy was a Navy 
man's Navy, and was approvtd hy the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Plan 2, if you 
please, is a financial man's, a Budget 
man's, a drugstore man's, or whatever 
the budget officer may have been who 
passed upon these requisitions-it is his 
type of Navy. The disturbing part of it 
is that these budget men who have deter
mined the type of Navy we are to have
I do not want unjustly or unfairly to 
characterize the men in the Budget Bu-

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired; 
all time has expired. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
NAVAL ESTABLISHMENT 

TITLE 1--QFFICE OF THE GECRETARY 

MiscelLaneous expenses 
For traveling expenses of civilian em

ployees, including travel of dependents of 
employees to and from navy yards or 
stations outside the cont1uenta1 limits of 
_the United States; expenses of attendants, at 
home and aoroad, upon meetings of tech
nical, professional, scientific, and other 
similar organizations when , in the judgment 
of the Secretary of th Navy (herea.L"!..er in 
this act referred to as the SFcretary) , such 
attendance would be of benefit in the con· 
duct of the work of the Navy D<>partment; 
physical examinations by civilian physicians 
and in other than naval ho.>pitals ot civilian 
employees engaged in hazardous occupa
tions; expenses of courts a:.1d boards; - rur
chase of law and reference books; expenses 
of prisoners and prisons; clerical assistance; 
witnesses ' fees and traveling expenses; pro
moting accident prevention and safety in 
shore establishments of the Navy to be 
expended in the discretion of the Secretary; 
newspapers and periodical::: fo,.. the naval 
service; all advertising of the Navy Depart· 
ment and its bureaus (except advertising 
for recruits for the Burea\4 of Naval Per
sonnel); costs of suits; maintenance of 
attaches and others abroad, incl'lding oftice 
rental and pay of employees, and not to ex
ceed $900 for any one person for allowances 
for living quarters, includin, heat, fUPJ and 
light, as authorized by the act approved 
June 26, 1930 (5 U.S. C. 118a l , contingencies 
for the Chief of Naval Intelligence, to be 
expended in his discretion, not to exceed 
$5,200; collection and classi.ficatJon of in!Dr
mation pertaining to Naval Intelligence; 
telephone, telegraph, and teletype rental and 
tolls (including not to exceed $30<' for ex
tension telephones between the telephone 
switchboards at the ofticial stations of v aval 
omclals and the living qc.:.arters of such 
ofticials), telegrams, radiograms, and cable
grams for the Navy Department and the 
naval service; postage . foreign and domestic 
and post-omce box rentals; microphoto
graphic services; necessary expenses for in
terned persons and prisoners of war under 
the jurisdiction of the Navy Department, · · 
including funeral e_xpenses for such interned 
persons or prisoners of war as may die while 

/ 
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under such jurisdiction; payment of claims 
for damages as provided in ti?-e act approved 
July 11, 1919 (34 U. S. C. 600), and the ac~ 
approved July 3, 1944 (46 U. S. C. 797), and 
for the payment of claims of civilian em
ployees of the Naval Establishment as pro
vided in the act approved October 27, 1943 
(34 u . s. C. 984) , .vhich have not been or may 
be eligible for payment under the provi
sions of the act approved March 27, 1942 
( 15 u . S. C. 606b-2) ; and other necessa.ry 
and incidental expenses; $13,146,000. 

·· Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer a committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. 

SHEPPARD: Page 3, line 24, strike out "13,-
146,000" and insert "$13,205,000." 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is made necessary because 
of an error in eliminating certain allow
ances for civilian employees stationed in 
foreign countries. The committee did 
cut out all allowances for living quarters 
of civilian employees of the Navy abroad, 
but ·through an inadvertence an amount 
was deducted that would have deprived 
these employees of all allowances. That 
was not the intention of the committee, 
so I ask the House to approve the re
instatement of this $59,000 in order that 
the bill will correspond with the action 
of the committee as stated in the report 
accompanying the bill. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, during the debate on 
the naval appropriation I had called to 
my attention an article which appeared 
in today's Washington Daily News. The 
article is headed "Russia is acting tough 
as Czechs go to polls." I am wondering 
as we are legislating here for naval ap
propriations just what we have in mind. 
Are we interested, as the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BLAND] indicated, in pre
serving the peace of the world and not 
using our Naval Establishment for war
like pursuits? Are we helping to make 
the world safe for communism? Is it 
not a fact that our boys. fought to guar
antee self-determination for every na
tion irrespective of size. Here is an ar
ticle in an American newspaper saying 
that the movement of Russian troops 
into Czechoslovakia prior to Sunday's 
election, which is tantamount to occu
pation is regarded as a puzzling blunder. 
This dispatch comes from Vienna and 
the article is written by Parker La Moore,. 
a newspaperman from Ohio whom I 
know, a man of sterling character and an 
honest reporter. He is telling us that the 
voters in Czechoslovakia are going to the 
polls at the point of the Russian bayonet. 

The confusion, the incompetency, and 
the disloyalty of our representatives in 
permitting this sort of thing is to me 
most shocking. How we in America can 
tolerate this situation passeth all un
derstanding. 

This article, in part, reads as follows: 
It's not an easy matter to fathom the Slav 

mind and particularly the Kremlin's think
ing these days. More to the point, as far as 
Americans are concerned, is the fact that 
they are paying the bill while this sham 
battle is going on .and yet stand to get noth
ing out of it but a headache. 

The Czech Government is able to maintain 
itself as a going concern while diverting its 

manufactured products to Soviet channels 
because the Czech state is being supported by 
the American taxpayers. 

In other words, our money is being 
used to communize Czechoslovakia for 
the Soviet Republic's benefit. 

This article goes on to say: 
Money we contribute to UNRRA is con

verted into goods . The goods are given to 
the Czech Government. It sells them to 
the people and pockets the proceeds. 

We can it relief and rehabilitation. It 
might more accurately be termed a s~bsi_dy. 
We in effect are financing the social1zatwn 
of Czechoslovakia and rehabilitation of 
Czech industry for t~e benefl.t of Russia. 

We are not even getting good w111 out of 
the deal because the state charges its peo
ple such high prices for UNRRA goods the 
program is by no means popular. Czech con
sumers naturally think we are getting the 
money and are profiting by their misfortune. 

It's the old Uncle Shylock story all over 
again. Czech officials defend the high prices 
for UNRRA goods by saying they constitute 
a tax on consumption and that there is noth
ing else to tax. But if it is a tax, we are 
paying it. 

I cannot conceive of a more miserable 
procedure than has been described 
herein. Here we are, right after a world 
war that was fought for what? To make 
the world safe for communism or to get 
rid of nazism, fascism, or any other kind 
of ism that was confounding .and de
stroying the very fiber of the world's 
thinking and the. industrial fabric of 
nations? I say that we in the United 
States Congress, when considering the 
expenditure of funds as we are today, 
should take these matters into considera
tion. I am in favor of the amendment to 
be offered by the gentleman because I 
believe we ought to have a strong naval 
establishment, especially at this par
ticular time. But I say that we ought to 
have our officials, who are charged with 
the responsibility in dealing with foreign 
governments, our allies as well as our 
foes, appreciate and understand what it 
is that we were fighting for and what it 
is that we have in mind at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. DREWRY. Mr. · Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, at the. outset of this 
discussion, on my part I wish it to be 
understood that there is no criticism of 
the work of the subcommittee on naval 
appropriations. From a reading of their 
report I think they have done a splendid 
job, and with most of it I am heartily 
in accord. It gives me pleasure to com
mend this committee for its thorough
going study and report on naval appro
priations. 

The matter· to which I shall devote 
my, remarks can be very simply and 
briefly stated. It is a question of 
whether the Committee on Appropria
tions has reduced its appropriations to 
a point where the adequacy of the Navy, 
in terms of personnel and ships, is below 
the figure which is essential to our na
tional security. As the report says, 
"many sincere minds devoted to the 
public weal can and do adopt many and 
varied conclusions" on the subject. 

The Committee of the Whole will have 
to decide on this particular subject 

whether we shall have 1,079 ships or 965 
ships, and whether we shall have 500,000 
enlisted men and 58,000 officers, or 437,-
000 enlisted men and 57,800 officers as 
the complement at the end of the year. 
The first figures were contemplated in 

. what is known as postwar plan 1-A, and 
the report of this Committee is a com
bination of what is known as postwar 
plan 2-A and 1-A-with less than the 
No. 1 plan and a little more than the 
No. 2 plan. 

It will be noted that if the bill of the 
subcommittee is adopted, it will be neces
sary to scrap 114 ships and reduce the 
enlisted strength by 63,000 men , and the 
officer strength by 200 men. I will direct 
my discussion briefly to these two points. 
The chairman of the Naval Affairs Com
mittee has made a very concise and full 
statement of the situation, and there 
is no need for me to take up the time of 
the committee with . any amplification 
of his remarks. I am merely expressing 
my personal view from an intensive study 
of the needs of the Navy that, in my 
opinion, the country cannot afford at 
this time to have its Navy lose its com
plement of ships or ·men. 

This entire matter is in the nature of 
a concurrent resolution known as House 
Concurrent Resolution 80, which was 
passed upon by the Naval Affairs Com
mittee of the House, reported to the 
House with a full and complete report 
giving the reasons for the passage of such 
resolution, and was passed by the House 
of Representatives on October 30, 1945. 
This concurrent resolution called atten
tion 'to the fact that the Congress was 
charged with the responsibility of pro
viding and maintaining a navy, and that 
it was not necesary to retain for the Navy 
all of the ships, vessels, or crafts the!l 
built, building or authorized, but that 1t 
was necessary for the Congress to de
termine the size of the immediate post
war Navy in order · to insure our na
tional integrity, support our national 
policies, , guard the continenta;I Uni~ed 
States and our overseas possessiOns, g1ve 
protection to our commerce and citizens 
abroad and to cooperate with other world 
powers' in the maintenance of peace with 
an adequate fleet of supporting aircraft, 
personnel, bases, apd establishments. A 
full and complete hearing was held on 
this resolution, and I, for one, have not 
changed my mind as to the maintenance 
of a navy as set out in detail in said 
resolution. It would seem strange that 
after the House had passed such a reso
lution only 6 months ago, that now it 
should turn around and reverse its posi
tion by reducing what at that time it 
said was necessary ,.for an adequate navy 
for the purposes referred to. 

It must be remembered that peace has 
not yet been declared and that as a 
member of the United Nations we are 
now engaged in conversations with the 
representatives of the other members of 
that organization to secure a lasting and 
durable peace. It certainly will not 
strengthen the hands of our representa
tives at that peace conference to reduce 
the strength and size of our Navy. In 
my own personal opinion, the Navy has 
already been reduced to the danger point. 

/ 
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The other nations look on us as paci
fistic, and I suppose we are, in o.ne mean
ing of the word, pacifistic, but it is neces
sary for us to have sufficient ships and 
personnel to support our national policies 
and to make a strong showing in our co
operation with other powers to maintain 
peace. It does not add strength to that 
showing to reduce the strength of our 
naval establishment. 

It was fully understood by the commit
tee and by the House, when it passed that 
resolution, that the question of the size 
of the Navy rested in Congress, for Con
gress, under the Constitution,- has the 
function not only of providing but of 
maintaining the Navy. This resolution 
carried with it the thoroughly considered 
judgment of the Navy and its high-rank- · 
ing officials, who had in mind not only the 
national security, but the cost of opera
tion of the Naval Establishment. They 
are the experts, tr,ained for the express 
purpose of advising the Congress as to 
what , in their opinion, should be the size 
of the Navy with reference to the national 
security, and the report of the Naval Af
fairs Committee carries the following: 

In the hearings on the resolution the Sec
retary of the Navy and the Chief of Naval 
Operations assured the committee that if this 
concurrent resolution was passed by the Con
gress and the Navy Department would con
sider it binding upon the Department in the 
establishment of the postwar Navy. 

In the report of the subcommittee 
which we are now considering, it is stated 
that: 

The committee weighed the voh~minous 
testimony of naval officers in support of plan 
1- A. 

Keep in mind that this plan, 1-A, was 
the decision of the Naval Affairs Commit
tee based upon the recommendations, ad
vice , and suggestions of. the naval author
ities. So it would seem that the plan of 
this subcommittee is not entirely in ac
cord with either the views of the Naval 
Affairs Committee or of the Navy itself. 

I am forced to the conclusion-that the 
wbcommittee has reduced· the number of 
ships and the number of personnel be
low the level of safety. I hope that the 
Committee will, therefore, vote for the 
amendment offered by the chairmar. of 
th Naval Affairs Committee under the 
unanimous direction of said committee, 
which will raise the personnel slightly 
and save 114 ships which might other
wise be lost. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. / 

The Clerk read as follows: 
CONTINGENCIES OF THE NAVY 

For all emergencies and extraordinary ex
penses, exclusive of personal services in the 
Navy Department or any of its subordinate 
bureaus or offices at the seat of government, 
arising at horne or abroad, l:>ut' impossible 
to be anticipated or classified, to be expended 
on the approval and authority of the Secre
tary, 'and his determination shall be final . 
and conclusive upon the accounting officers 
of the Government, and for examination of 
estimates for appropriations and of naval 
activities in the field for any branch of the 
naval service, $10C,OOO. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. · 

Mr. Chairman, I take this opportunity 
and time to state that a few hours ago I 
announced an intention to offer certain 
amendments to take care of some 80 
ships that the Committee on Naval Af
fairs felt were being jeopardized by the 
failure to· have sufficient money in the 
bill to carry' them in ah inactive status. 
In view of what has taken place, in view 
.of the statement made by the distin
guished gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
PLOESER], in view of the statement made 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. SHEPPARD], and in support 
of the position taken by the distinguished 
minority member, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CoLE], I think the proper 
thing to do is to announce to the House 
that I will not present the amendment. 

However, I want the record to show 
that at approximately 10 o'clock this 
morning at my cffice, in the presence of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CoLE], and in the presence of Admiral 
Nimitz, Admiral Cochrane stated that 
these 80 ships could not be berthed with
out additional money in the bill. As a 
result of that statement made this morn
ing I had an amendment prepared by the 
clerks of the committee to make avail
able $14,000,000. I am unwilling to offer 
this amendment to spend $14,000,000 
provided these 80 ships can _be taken 
care of, in view of the statement made_by 
these two distinguished gentlemen in 
charge of this bill that these ships will 
not be disposed of except in accordance 
with the act of 1882, which is applicable 
to all ships of the Navy. 

Therefore, the House can notify the 
country that the Navy total combatant 
strength will be 1,045 ships instead of 965. 

Am I in accord with the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri in regard . to 
that? . 

Mr. PLOESER. I concur w;th what the 
gentleman has said in regard to the 
strength and what he has said with re-: 
gard to his understanding and his desire 
that not one of these ships be scrapped, 
and I can confirm what he said about 
the adequacy of the appropriation. 

Mr. VINSON. Is the distinguished 
chairman in accord with my views on 
that? , 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I am in accord with 
what the gentleman has said, with this 
·reservation, that the c·omment was that 
the ships were tagged for the discrimi
nating consideration of the Survey Board, 
which will determine their disposition. 
That was the statement the admiral 
made. They were not scrapped, but they 
were ta€,ged for the purpose of clearing 
through the Survey Board, for the Survey 
Board's .determination. 

Mr. VINSON. That is · in accordance 
with the act of 1882, which is the only 
law by which a ship can be disposed of. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is right. 
Mr. COLE of New York. If the gentle

man will yield, can he give us a state
ment as to the effect of the act of 1882? 

Mr. VINSON. The act of 1882 requires 
that tlfe Navy appoint a board of naval 
officers to make a survey of the ships, 
and then the board must reach the cpin
ion that the ships are no longer useful 
and of any service to the Navy. The 
question of obsolescence is not involved. 

It is a question of whether they are of 
any more use or benefit to the Navy. 
That is the sole and determining factor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it ·is so ordered. ~ 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VINSON. l yield. 
Mr. PLOESER. It should be ma.1e 

plain, howe'l,;'er, that what has just been 
said applies to every ship in the Navy. 

Mr. VINSON. Certainly. That is 
true. Of course it applies to every ship 
in the Navy. Under the law, no ship . in 
the Navy can be disposed of by the Navy 
unless it meets the standard required by 
the act of 1882. The Navy cannot give 
to a South American country or to any 
other nation any of these ships with
out a specific act of Congress. There
fore, we will have on hand 965 ships, 
plus 80 ships which as it was stated by 
the gentleman from California that Ad
miral Cochrane advised him they will 
be continued on the Navy list. If you 
add those two figures together, you have 
a combatant strength of 1,C45 ships. 
That is in line with what the Congress 
wanted when it passed this resolution · 
for 1,079 ships. The only reason we do 
not have 1,079 ships is due to the fact 
that 6 of the ships are going to be used 
in the atomic bomb test and 28 of the 
ships have not yet been built. There
fore, Mr. Chairman, I notify the House 
that I will not offer the amendment. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment .. 

Mr. Chairman, I also regret there has . 
developed a difference of opinion in re
spect to the needs of the Navy from the 
standpoint of our national &ecurity. The 
question as to what the s!ze of our post
war Navy should be was gone. into quite 
thoroughly by the House Committee on 
Naval Affairs. That is the conurittee of 
the House that iF held responsible by 
the Members of Congress for the bring
ing in of a report after careful con
sideration by that committee of what we 
-considered to be the necessary strength 
to safeguard the security of the United 
States and our outlying possessions. 
When the question of the postwar Navy 
was under consideration and the post
war fleet as stipulated in what we call 
postwar plan 1-A which calls for 1,079 
combatant ships, in the Committee on 
Naval Affairs in answer to a direct 
question as to whether or not that size 
Navy was necessary and whether it was 
imperative from the standpoint of our 
national security to have that size Navy · 
as an active fleet in the postwar period, 
Admiral Nimitz stated in very definite 
language, which is in the records of 
the Committee on Naval Affairs, that 
that size fleet was necessary and that it 
was imperative, from the standpoint of 
our national security and our. own de
fense. He said it was necessary to have 
a 500,000-man Navy and a 100,000-man 
Marine Corps with 50,000 officers in the 
Navy and proportionately the same 



1946 ·coNGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE . 55~3 
number in the Marine Corps. It was on 
the basis of the recommendations of the 
high military authorities in the Navy De
partment that the Committee on Naval 
Affairs reported out the so-called 500,-
000-man postwar Navy bill. We dis
cussed . that bill on the floor of the 
House. We went into it from many 
angles. We recalled to the minds of the 
Members of the House the situation we 
faced in the prewar days. We called 
their attention to the scrapping· of a 
substantial part of the fleet in 1922 when 
we sank and scrapped 29 battleships and 
which we then thought was in the in
terest of world peace. We made up our 
·minds +:hat it was not going to happen 
again without a protest from the mem-
bers of the Committee on Naval Affairs 
and the Members of the House of Repre
sentatives. As a result of the presenta
tion of our case before the House, the 
House unanimously passed the postwar 
500,000-man Navy. 

We have a bill here today which .con
tradicts in every sense of the word the 
recommendations that were made to our 
committee by the Chief of Naval Opera
tions and Chief of Naval Personnel. 
This bill Lefore u~ today • provides for 
437,000 men. We find in the record of 
the hearings before the Appropriations 
Committee the words of Admiral Nimitz 
where he says that this Navy with 437,000 
men may be more thar adequate, which 
again is a complete contradiction of what 
Admiral Nimitz told us in the Naval Af-

. fairs Committee a short time ago. 
! do not know just where the change 

of heart took place or who brought it 
about. The Naval Affairs Committee 
still believes in a postwar Navy of 500,000 
men. That is where we stand today just 
as we stood over a month and a half ago. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. RIZLEY. Every Member of the 

House pf course has implicit confidence 
in the distinguished ·chairman of the 
Committee on Naval Affairs , the gentle
man from Georgia rMr. VINsoN]. When 
the gentleman from Georgia comes here 
and makes a statement with respect to 
the Navy we rely upon it. In view of 
what the gentleman has said and in 
view of what has happened here today, 
when one committee of this House says 
that those in charge of naval affairs tell 
the one story, and op the same day tell 
such distinguished men as the chairman 
of the Naval Affairs Committee another 
story, what is the average Member of · 
the House who is not a member of either 
committe.e to rely upon? Has it come to 

- the place in this_ country where everyone 
is making double talk out of one side of 
his mouth at the same time? 

Mr. VINSON. It is worse than con
fused. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman have five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. · Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chair- . 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. COLE of New York. In response 

to the question asked by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. RIZLEY] as o what 
the average Member of Congress should 
do in the face of such confusion, I might 
suggest that perhaps the best step to 
take is to unify the military and naval 
services and avoid any further c,onfu
sion. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Of 
course, I do not agree· with that sugges-

. tion at all. · 
Mr. COLE of New York. Neither do I. 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I am 

opposed wit:t all the strength and all the 
energy that I possess to any plan of unifi- · 
cation such as recommended by the 
Army. I think the .objective in that re
spect is· to sink the Navy completely 
insofar as administrative authority . is 
concerned. Of course, we do not know
those of us on the Naval Affairs Com
mittee-whether this reduced appropria
tion is the first step to accomplish that 
purpose in another way. I have the 
greatest respect for the Subcommittee 
on Naval Appropriations. They have 
backed us up· completely over a period 
of at least 10 years to my knowledge, in 
every recommendation we have made to 
the House in prewar days, through the 
war period, ancl up to the present time. 
I want to compliment the gentleman 
from California [Mr. SHEPPARD] and 
other members of the subcommittee for 
the grand job they have done in that 
respect. But something has happened 
between . the Capitol and Pennsylvania 
Avenue that has brought about this con
dition where we find ourselves today in 
complete disagreement. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. ' Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. In order that the 

gentleman and the House and the public 
may distinctly understand the position 
of the chairman of the Subcommittee on 

. Naval Appropriations with respect to the 
unification objective, it will only be ac
complished over my dead body. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman. I think the gen
tleman represents the viewpoint of the 
American people from one end of this 
country to the other. But in high quar
ters that seems to be in the winq today. 
Sink the Navy, no matter how you do it. 
But we are not going to stand idly by 
and permit that to be done. Those of us 
who have given years to the building up 
of the Navy and the Marine Corps can 
appreciate the tremendous job they had 
iQ. the Pacific, the Atlantic, and the 
Mediterranean areas during the war 
period, how well that job was done and 
the tremendous sacrifices . which were 
made in order victory may be ours. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, a 
fellow member of the Naval Affairs 
Committee. 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Does 
not the gentleman believe our position 

would be very much better with regard to 
unification if we had an agreement of 
minds on the part of the naval officers 
in their discussions before congressional 
committees, in their testimony before 
congressional committees? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I cer
tainly do; and I do not understa:q.d-it 
is the first time in my long experience 
on the Naval Affairs Committee where 
any of our high-rankim naval officers 
have backed water on matters of such 
tremendous importance as the building 
up and the maintenance of our Navy. 
I have always looked upon our high
ranking naval officers with the greatest . 
respect and admiration for the courage 
they displayed not only on the fighting 
fronts of the world but befon our com
mittee irrespective of what pressure 
might have been brought to bear on them 
by authority above. You may rest as
sured this confused situation .is some
thing the House Naval Affairs Commit
tee is going into very thoroughly in order 
that we may defend the positions we 
have heretofore taken in respect to the 
500,000 man postwar Navy. We have 
got to defend that now before the Ameri
can people . 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. VINSON. It is not only the posi

tion of the committee, but H is the posi
tion of the Congress. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Abso
lutely. We recommend a certain sized 
Navy to the Congress and Congress 
adopted our views, yet we are here con
fronted with the situation in the appro
priations hearing where we do not know 
whether the present recPmmendat\on Of 
a 437,000-man Navy is adequate, espe
cially when they told us it was imperative 
for our own national security that we 
should. have at least a 500,000-man Navy 
with an active fteet of approximately 
1,080 ships. That leaves us in the posi
tion where it is difficult to defend our
selves with that back talk that has taken 
place; and I hope the chairman of the 
Naval Affairs Committee will ca11 a meet
ing of the Naval Affairs Committee to 
see just where the dividing line iG and 
when it was taken and what is responsi
ble for high-ranking naval officers upon 
whom we depend for advice in matters 
of this kind who have b':3.ck-tracked as 
they have in the appropriation hearing. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES 'of Ma•;sachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. CHURCH. I wanted to ask the 
gentleman from Massachusetts whether 
be believed the Navy was making an or
dered retreat. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I do 
not know, but the Navy never retreated 
before gunfire and I hope it is not now 
retreating before political fire. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. REES of Kansas. I have the high- . 

est respect and regard for the opinion of 
the gentleman now addressing the 

·· House because he has given a great deal 
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of time and effort to this subject matter. 
I am not a member of either of these 

· committees, either Military or Naval 
Affairs, but the statement the gentle
man has just made with respect to these 
contradictions inclines me to support a 
putting together of these two services, 
the Army and the Navy. There is · no 
way in view of what the gentleman has 
just said, if they cannot get along in 
their own house without having argu
ments among themselves, it is pretty 
good argument to support those of us 
who think there should be some kind 
of ·consolidation or combination of these 
two forces . . That is the way I look at it 
in view of the gentleman's statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has 
again expired. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for two additional minutes. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
tQ the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. BENDER. Will the gentleman 

say whether or not he thinks that pos
sibly these naval officials have been 
pressured into this position. · 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I do 
not know what the reason is. I would, 
however, hate to believe that high-rank
ing naval officials who brought victory 
to our ftag together with our land and 
air forces, have retreated under direc
tion from other sources. I would hate 
to believe that was what actually had 
happened · but I am inclined · to believe 

- that there is probably something to. the 
suggestion the gentleman has made. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairm.an, the very able chair
men of the Senate and House Naval 
Affairs Legislative Committees respec
tively. Senator WALSH and Representa
tive VINSON, have issued a joint stat e
ment within the past 4 or 5 days saying 
that in their opinion, and they make it a 
very vigorous opinion, the Congi:ess would 
not support the consolidation or unifica
tion of the War and Navy Departments. 
They use the misnomer of merger'-and 
it is quite apparent that they are worried 
of a very real threat of needed action. 

Of course, they have a right to that 
viewpoint; they have a right to express 
it publicly and to reexpress such a senti
ment. It is my feeling, however, that the 
only reason the Congress of the United 
States · does not express itself affirma
tively for consolidation of the services is 
that we have not until this date had the 
opportunity to vote for such a program. 
That is tl:e only reason. Whenever it is 
brought to the floor of this House, or is 
brought to the ftoor of the Senate, both 
bodies will concur in some type of con
solidation. Exactly what that _ would 
be perhaps few here can agree upon. 

We do know that the people of the 
Uqited S tates generally, by many polls, 
and the Congress in an impressive rna-

jority, will support ·consolidation of the · 
armed · forces of the United States. It 
is not an attempt to sink the Navy, or 
not that we give special preference to 
any service, but that we will for the 
first time in our country fashion a coor
dinated and coequal status of the land, 
the sea, and the air forces. That is all 
that /could be or would be accomplished 
under a sensible reorganization of the 
hydra-headed program which we have 
continued for years in preparation and in 
the prosecution of wars. . 

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, '-''ill 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gen- · 
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. PLOESER. Of course, the terms 
"unification" and "consolidation" are 
very general terms. They do not specify 
·any particu~ar typa of program. So all 
this discussion this afternoon· takes no 
definite form at all. It just sort of gives 
us an outlet for our feelings. Unification, 
which embodies Army .monopoly. will not 
be passed by this House or the Congress. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The gentleman 
now speaking d:d not advocate a ·lop- _ 
sided set-up. I mid "coordinated and co
equal status." 

Mr. PLOESER. I did not say that the 
gantl~man did. The · gentl8man w-ill ad
mit, bowever, that the only presently in
tegrated service is the United States 
Navy, of land, sea, air, and beneath the 
sea? 

Mr. RANCOLPH. No; I cannot agree 
with that. I cannot go into that argu
ment now but I feel the Navy, or some top 
ranking officers within its framework, are 
grudgingly accepting the air arm for its. 
worth. In my opinion, we have a most 
haphazard . program · in operation, and . 
paople some day will strike back against 
those who cling to outworn and outmcded .. 
weapons. ~ 

. Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the . 
gentleman ·yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina. . 

Mr. RIVERS. Does the gentleman se
riously believe this Congress will pass a 
unified command bill? · 

Mr. RANCOLPH. All we need to do . 
so is to get the legislation to the ftoor. 
That is the only reason why . the Navy 
and those who fight the Navy's battles 
continue the so-called, and I use the. 
word advisedly, delaying tactics. They 
do not want such a proposal brought -be
fore' the Congress because the House, 
then the Senate, or vice versa, will act 
to eliminate tB.e present waste arid du
plication. 

Mr. I':IVERS. I disagree with the gen
tleman because I do not believe the House 
will ever follow that crackpot scneme 
designed by some people to bring about 
this phoney reorganization plan. It will 
never pass the House, in my opinion. 

Mr. RANDOLrH. We know, and 
should be eager to admit, that the trou
ble with our Federal structure today is 
that it is .an unsegregated, sprawling 
group of departments and agencies . . In 
Congress, with our committees, we are 
guilty of the same offense. We know 
there is duplication and overlapping. 
The people of America are going to hold 
responsible the Congress of the United 

States some day for unification to bring 
about economy in time of peace and 
then, of course, efficiency in time of war. 

The CHAIRMAN. ·The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has ex~ 
pired. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there · objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

·There was no objection. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 

feel it is absolutely wrong for this House 
to continue to appropriate large and ex
cessive sums of money for the naval 
.establishment. I say that advisedly, I 
say it with a genuine personal regard for 
those who have studied the question as 
members of the Naval Affairs Legislative 
Committee, · and then the appropriate · 
committee which today through its dis
tinguished chairman;· the gentleman 
from California [Mr. SHEPPARD I brings 
this bill before us . . I was 1 of the 14 
Members of the· House who voted against 
the profligate expenditure of billions of 
dollars to complete the 14·warships urged 
for final construction. There will come 
the day when it will be acknowledged 
that Congress unwisely appropriated 
such funds--and further .t,axed the 
American citizens to the breaking point. 

I asked the question of the gentle
man ·from Georg;a , Chairman VINSON. 
earlier this afternoon, What countries 
in the world today are constructing 
navies? He did not answer, because he 
knew there are no countries in the world 
today that are constructing navies with 
the ~~xception of the United States of 
America and Great Britain-our ally. 

Mr . .THOMAS C'f Texas. Mr. Chair
man. will the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gen
Ueman from Texas. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Let me make 
this observatim. to . ·my distinguished 
friend, the gentleman from West Vir
ginia. In my statement I made the as
sertion that it is our belief that England 
today is. constructing 110 combat ships. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I . will answer .. . 
Mr. THOMAS of Texas. That is a 

fact. It is not an assertion. 
Mr. -RANDOLPH. Prime Minister Att

lee's official' manpower requirement for 
the British Navy for 1946 is 176,000 men. 
Is that not correct? The figures actual
ly show it. But· we know that the per
manent English navy is not even that 
figure, but is to. be reduced to 100,000 
personnel. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlemar. from West Virginia has again 

. expired. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask · unanimous consent to proceed for 3 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is tl)ere objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. We know that the 

British Empire, with all of its far-ftung 
possessions, is beginning to pul: in really, 
from the standpoint of the .construction 
of naval vessels and a big force to man 
such a program. We know that Qreat 
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Britain is the only other country in the 
world that has any navy, and we know 
that it is between one-half and two
thirds the size of the proposal which is 
made for our Navy under the program 
which is being set forth today by big 
Navy advocates. Oh, that they could see 
the error of their way! 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Does 
the gentleman infer that the British 
Navy is in a static condition; that they 
do not intend to expand, in view of the 
terrific losses resulting from the recent 
war? Does the gentleman believe that 
Russia is going to stand by and not build 
a navy, especially when they get into the 
Adriatic? Concerning our segment at 
the Disarmament Conference of 1922, 
when we all agreed to stop building, does 
thE' gentleman believe that those who 
agreed actually did stop building? Are 
we to remain in a static position also and 
not be prepared to defend all of our out
lying possessions if the occasion should 
arise? Does the gentleman mean that 
because they are not doing anything we 
shouid not be doing anything, and that 
our Navy should become completely de
mobi1ized and deteriorate and be unfit for 
further service? Is that the idea that 
the gentleman would like to leave with 
us this afternoon? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. It is my thought, 
and I am sure it is shared in by others, 
that . we show utter stupidity in gag
ing world events when we too qu~ckly 
plunge into darkness by appropriating 
sums of money like are ·anticipated in 
the legislation before us. I say further 
that I know that the budget for the 
British Government this year for the 
navy is $1,000,000,000, not $5,000,000,000 
as we are a·sked to approve. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Then 
the gentleman finds himself in complete 
disagreement with the oustanding naval 
authorities of this country, and he Is 
taking issue wlth them on that very im
porta_lt question as to the need for a navy 
of this country to defenc! our possessions 
and also to defend the interests . of the 
American people. 

Mr. ~ANDOLPH. ·Yes; I do find my
self in disagreement. The position taken 
by the gentleman now speaking is one 
taken by many other persons in the 
country today. As I said, I may be in 
error. I do not say that my arguments 
are infallible or that my viewpoint is 
correct. I only assert that I believe that 
the time is long overdue when this coun
try begins to realize that the excessive 
expenditures for naval appropriations 
are absolutely continuing a film over the 
eyes of the American taxpayers and they 
are being blinded to the facts. 

Let us take this question that the gen
tleman from Massachusetts raises about 
Russia. What sort of a navy has the 
Soviet? We know she has an ancient 
collection of light, short-range vessels 
for the Black Sea and the Baltic. She 
has four battleships, completed between 
1897 and 1915 and modernized somewhat 
in 1940. She does not have a single car
rier. She is not building a single aircraft 

carrier. There is not a single navy in 
the world outside of Great Britain, other 
than ours, possessing' a single aircraft 
carrier. 

I believe, and I say very sincerely to 
the Members who bring this bill here 
and to those who advocate the even 
greater program of Chairman VINsoN 
that the hoar is soon to strike when the 
American people are going to rebel. 

Mr. PLOESER. Mr. Chairman, in or
der to expedite the consideration of the 
bill, I ask unanimous consent that the · 
remainder of the bill be considered as 
read and open to amendment at any 
point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer a committee amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. 

SHEPPARD: On page 4, line 25, after "ex
ptmses" insert a comma and the following 
words: "exclusive of the Naval qesearch 
Laboratvry ." 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, it is 
not the intent of the committee that the 
limitation to which this amendment is 
offered shall apply to the Naval Research 
Laboratory. The amendment offered 
will clarify that situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PLUMLEY: On 

page 33, line 22, before the semicolon insert: 
"and the compensation of the employe~ in 
charge of tbe Naval AcadP.my section shall 
be at the base rate applying to grade 13 of 
the Clerical, Administrative, and Fiscal Serv
ice, so long as the position is held by the 
present incumbent." 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. ChaL·man, the 
committee has no objection to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN: The question is on 
the amen-:l:rr:ent offered by the gentleman 
from Tlermont. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FoRAND: On 

page 13, line 8, after "$246,390,000" strike · 
out the period and insert a colon and the 
following: "PrOVided, That no part of this 
or any other appropriation contained in this 
act shall be available for the manufacture, 
assembly, repafr, or overhaul of torpedoes 
at the Naval Ordnance Plant, Forest Park, Ill." 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, the 
reason this amendment is offered here 
today is that the Navy Department, in 
cold blood, with utter disregard for the 
human element involved, has closed 
down, so to speak, the naval . torpedo 
station at Newport, R. I., the oldest tor
pedo station in this country, built in 
1869, the torpedo station at which the 
torpedo was invented and developed, and 
thrown out on the street men with more 
than 25 years, yes, men with more than 

35 years of civil service to their credit, 
and last December took over a war plant 
buiit at Forest Park, TIL, from the Ameri
can Can Co. and blanketed the em
ployees there into the civil service. 
Men who have been employed by a private 
concern, men who would be eligible for 
unemployment compensation .should they 
be thrown out of employment, were 
brought into the civil service at a pay rate 
averaging 20 cents an hour above that 
paid at Newport. 

It is a most unf:lir way of doing busi
ness. There is a · complete disregard for 
the loyalty, skill, and experience of men 
who have devoted their entire lives to 
the civil :::ervice in the Federal Govern
ment, men who cannot be covered by 
unemployment compensation and who 
today are below the age of 55 where they 
could take advantage of at least a re
duced annuity under the civil-service 
laws. · They are men who because of their 
age will not be hired by private concerns. 
You know as well as I do that once a man 
reaches 50 and 55 years of age, he is out. 
That is just what is happtning in the 
city of Newport and in many other places 
throughout the country. Newport was 
used as a guinea pig to try out ·the sys
tem of kicking out men. Now, the tactics 
used at Newport have spread through
out the country. I am not arguing for 
the closing down of Forest . Park. All 
I am asking 'is that whatever manufac
turing of torpedoes is to be done and 
whatever repair or overhauling of tor..: 
pedoes is to be done, should be done at 
the Newport statior where they know how 
to do the work, where they have the 
skilled workmen, and where they have 
since 1869 provided what was necessary 
in the line of torpedoes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman. will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts. · 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
confirm the statement that the distin
guished gentleman from Rhode Island 
has made. The closing of this historic · 
torpedo station at Newport was tragic 
to hundreds of conscientious workers. 
Hundreds of people were thrown out of 
employment. Men who had given years 
of service; men approaching in some in
stances within a few years of retirement 
age were separated from the pay roll. 
These workers could have left the em
ploy of the station for much greater re
muneration. They selected to be loyal to 
their important war work and with the 
belief they could achieve the retirement 
benefits. · 

The station is an old one created hy. 
legislative act and should not have been 
closed by bureaucratic decision. I am 
in favor of the amendment of my good 
friend from Rhode Island and hope it 
will be adopted. 

Mr. FOH.AND. I thank the gentle
man. It seems to me the IlJ.Ost foolish 
move in the world to throw men out of 
employment who have been under civil 
service for a quarter of a century or 
more, and while throwing these men out -
of employment in one place brinE;ing 
men in from the. outside who have 
worked in private employment during 
the war and putting them under civil 
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service and paying them 20 cents an 
hour more. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORA!'-1D. I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. I join my friend, 

the gentleman from Rhode Island, and 
my friend, the gentleman from Massa
chusetts in supporting the statements 
they have made. I know something 
abcut this situation. It is not a ques
tion of trying to get something for some 
particular section of the country. This 
torpedo st!ltion has been there for 75 
years and !}as been doing efficient work. 
Its activities are being transterred to a 
place that was established during the 
war. It seems to me that fairness and 
justice call for the adoption of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. FORAND. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORAND. I yield. 
The CHAJRMAN. The time of the • 

gentleman from Rhode Island has ex
pired. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimol,ls consent to procee<;t for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PLUMLEY. May I say that I am 

·perhaps more familiar with this torpedo 
station at Newport than th~ gentleman 
ma:v know. I opposed the establishment 
of the torpedo station here at Alexandria. 

Mr. FORAND. May I say to the gen
tleman that he was of great help to me 
back in 1937 and 1938 on this very same 
thing. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Yes, and even then 
I had to fight as you are fighting now 
to get a fair break to keep the place work
ing. I hope your amendment is adopted. 

Mr. FO~AND. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. DE LACY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORAND. I yield. 
Mr . DE LACY. I would like to say to 

the gentleman that in my district too 
we had an old-established torpedo sta
tion which was doing excellent work and 
which is now cut to the bone because of 
this developmen~ :hat he speaks of, a 
pure wartime development. Ir: the ma
chine shop alone we had 62b sl<illed 
mechanics where today only 20 men, a 
ghost crew, are wandering around there, 
and the place is practically abandoned. 
It wns one of the finest machine shops in 
the whole Northwest which wa::: doing 
precision work that went into the::c tor
pedoes which we needed so much during 
the war. Th~ whole station is virtually 
abandoned and cut down. The entire 
little community has nothing to do ex
cept a. little stump farming, as we call 
it, or a little farming on part time. I 
congratulate the gentleman on the fight 
he is making. 

Mr. FORAND. I thank the gentle
man. We cannot overlook the fact that 
the manufacture of torpedoes is on the 
downgrade. It is practically at a stand
still, because of the fact that we have 
quite an inventory of torpedoes on hand 

and we will not be using them except 
for perhaps training and practice pur
poses. But the fact remains that when 
VJ-day came Newport was already set · 
up. In fact, we had a peak employment 
of 13,000 employees during the war. We 
were set up. · The Navy Department 
could have brought to Newport the spare 
parts which they gathered from all the 
other plants and Newport could have 
completed the job. ' But no, these spare 
parts were taken out of Newport and 
other plants and sent to Forest Park and 
there the Navy set up practically a new 
enterprise under the Navy Department. 
Men who were working for a private 
concern are going to do the work. 
Henceforth the Navy Department pro
gram is for Newport to have 1,100 em
ployees, and that takes in the over-all 
maintenance as well as the manufactur
ing, whereas Forest Park, which was 
taken over on Deceu;ber 10 1945, is 
scheduled to have 1,500 employees. I 
ask you, is that fair? That plant at 
Forest Park can -be used by the Navy 
Department for the manufacture of other 
things beside torpedoes, and let the 
to:rpedoes be manufactured· at Newport. · 
The brains of manufacturing torpedoes 
are at Newport. The Navy Department 
throughout the war brought to Newport 
men from all parts of the country and 
trained them to man their other sta
tions. Today the men who received their 
education and training in torpedo work 
at Newport are going to do the work, and 
the men at Newport are golng to be trod
ding the str€ets. 

Mr. BATES' of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, wi11 the ge1.t leman yield? 

Mr. FORAND. I yield. 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I am 

quite familiar with the situation which 
the gentleman describes. 1 discussed it 
with the officers in charge at the Newport 
torpedo plant. I am thoroughly in ac
cord with the gentleman's point of view. 
His amendment should be adopted by 
this House. 

Mr. FORAND. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Rhode Island has again 
expired. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, J 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The ~entleman from Rhode Island 
[Mr. FoRAND] appeared before our com
mittee and made his presentation. I 
want to compliment him upon the fine 
manner in which he presented the mat
ter. There is no question in the world 
but what the intention of the gentleman 
is magnificent insofar as representing 
the interests of his people are concerned 
and I want to compliment him accord
ingly. However, the committee finds it
self in this position: If we were to ac
cept an amendment of this character 
we deviate from legislation and go into 
the field of administration, and I do not 
think that is within the province of this 
committee or Members of the House. I 
am sure the Members of the House would 
not want this committee to usurp ad
ministrative prerogatives. However, as 
the gentleman from the great State and 
district which he represents has project
closing trouble, we also have had many 
of our projects closed down completely. 
On the west coast we have suffered com-

plete closing of some of the projects and 
pay rolls' that were really devastating 
from the point of local pay roll applica
tion. The gentleman says they have 
closed the project in his district: 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 
Mr. FORAND. In our case they took 

away our work and closed our plant and 
gave the work to another station. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Of course, that is 
not the way we understand ft. We un
derstood they were to continue the re

. search and experimental work at that 
plant. · 

Mr. FORAND. Research and devel
opment work will continue ,but not in ex-

' cess of 25 torpedoes will be manufac
tured at Newport. If more than 25 tor
pedoes are to be manufactured they will 
be manufactured at Forest Park, Ill. 
In support of my argument on that I .. 

·refer you to the hearings held before 
the Senate Naval Affairs Committee on 
December 10; 1945·, to the statement of 

. Admiral Hussey himself, who at that 
time revealed for the first time that the 
Navy Department was taking over· Forest 
Park. Honestly . I question very much 
the authority of the Navy Department to 
close a plant which has been in existence 
for 75 years, to take over a war plant. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I am sure the gen
tleman does not quite mean that, because 
the Navy has no authority under organic 
law to maintain any of its properties that 
were constructed by' the Navy during the 
time of the war. 

I should like to call the attention of 
the Members of the House and of the 
gentleman from Rhode Island in par
ticular to the fact that there is $21,-
000,000 · plus involved here in this new 
station that is equipped with all modern 
devices. I do not like personally to be 
put in the position of opposing the gen
tleman because he has made such an 
eloquent plea on behalf of his people, but 
I do not feel it is not within the province 
of the Committee to accept the amend
ment he has offered, because if the gen
tleman will reread his amendment it is 
extremely adamant, to say the least. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request 
that the Committee reject his amend
ment. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. -I yield. 
Mr. FORAND. I appreciate the gen

tleman's statement, I appreciate his will
ingness to be kind to me, but the fact still 
remains that if a program of retrench
ment and closing down of stations is to 
be followed it should not be at the ex
pense of the oldest and best equipped 
station the Navy has, that at Newport, 
R.I. It restricts operations to the man
ufacture of a very limited number of 
torpedoes and to the repair, overhaul and 
assembly of torpedoes. It does not take 
away any funds for maintenance, but if 
they are not -going to use that station it 
simply takes bread and butter out of the 
mouths of the people of the community 
who have been thrown out of employ
ment. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I may say to the 
gentleman that unfortunately there wilJ 
be many other -localities throughout the 
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United States which are going to suffer 
economic dislocations, although it is 
something we regret very very much. 

Mr. FORAND. But when the work is 
taken away from one man and given to 
another it is quite a different story. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to concur in 
·everything my colleague from Rhode Is
land has said here this afternoon. He 
has been very diligent in his efforts tore
tain the torpedo work at Newport. I 
remember very well the workers at the 
torpedo station in Newport questioned, 
at the time these other plants were be
ing established, whether or not we were 
going to retain the bulk of this work at· 
Newport. We were led to believe, by the 
Bureau of Ordnance and by the Sec
retary of the Navy, that the work of de
veloping and building torpedoes would 
remain in the city of Newport. We were 
assured we would get our fair share. 
· I disagree wholeheartedly with the. 
chairman of this subcommittee when he 
says that other towns are affected the 
same way. They are not affected the 
same way. This plant at Forest Park is 
a wartime plant, an emergency plant. 
It was not ·established by act of Congress 
as a permanent organization. This sta
tion \ve have in Newport has been op
erating for 75 years. It was creat'ed by 
Congress. The devotion to duty, the 
ability of our· mechanics in Newport is 
beyond question. They are the best 
available throughout this country. The 
workers at Forest Park are untried-they 
are new. 

Ships and guns and munitions are im
portant to the Navy. In time of war 
there must be plenty of all these cate
gories. In time of peace there must · be 
sufficient to provide the meins for ade
quate training. However, there is one 
al'l important item which many seem to 
lose sight of. That is the men of the 
Navy. They are the backbone of the 
fleet. Not only the officers and the en
listed men-but the men at the machines 
who grind out and fabricate the tools 
without which the fleet would be a float
ing city of dead men. 

It is of the utmost importance that 
these skilled mechani.cs be husbanded so 
that, should the need for intensified pro
duction ever arise, this great reservoir of 
skilled mechanics will not have dried up 
In Newport, and the southern New Eng
land area generally, we have the great
est reservoir of skilled toolmakers , ma
chinists, and"mechanics that exists in 
the country. The Navy recognizes this 
fact. The Navy knows it must have 
these men available on call should the 
need arise. Whenever danger threatens, 
then these men are called into the tor
pedo station and the gun shops and told 
to get to work-night and day they work. 
That has been the history of Narragan
sett Bay region; there has always been 
the backbone of the Atlantic Fleet. We 
cannot afford , in good judgment, to per
mit the abandonment..of this station at 
Newport. 

Let me say this in connection with the 
city of Newport, that this is the only in
dustry we have there. To disrupt this 

industry ·means to disrupt the entire 
economy of the city. We have no other 
place where the men turned out of the 
torpedo station can go for employment. 

These men are now between 50 and 60 
years of age. They do not come under 
the unemployment-compensation laws 
of our State. They will be thrust out in
to the streets without being given the 
opportunity by the Navy Department of 
working until tbeir 30 years' service has 
been completed. Hence they cannot col
lect their pensions under the civil-serv
ice retirement system. 

I hope every Member of this House will 
act sensibly in his consideration of this 
amendment and vote for its adoption. 
We are not asking for anything out of 
line. A vote for this amP.ndment is a 
vote for justice to the men who worked 
faithfully and long for the Navy. It is a 
vote for justice to the people of the city 
of Newport who, throughout the city's 
history have done everything for the 
Navy. It is a vote for the permanence 
and stability of a great naval station. 

We have given authority to lay up 
ships in some of these basins for possible 
future use. I say we should put the sta
tion at Forest Park on tbe same kind of 
stand-by basis. Let us grease the ma
chinery and leave it there where tt wil1 
be available to meet future needs, but 
let· us keep the work at Newport instead 
of putting Newport on a stand-by basis; 
not only because the torpedo station is 
Newport's only industry, but because it 
is an essential element in the · backbone 
of the Navy. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment, and ask unanimom: consent 
to proceed out of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair

man, I am introducing a bill which pro
vides relief for certain commissioned 
personnel who served outside of the con
tinental United States or on sea duty 
during the present war. An identical 
bill has previously been introduced by 
my friertd, the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. MILLs]. 

Many unjust discriminations have 
been brought to my attention in regard 
to the operation of the present law on 
commissioned officers. Some were taken 
prisoner while in the Philippines and lost 
their exemption when they were removed 
from the Philippines. Others wlio be
came prisoners of war in areas outside of 
the Philippines, or possessions of the 
United States, now find themselves sub
ject to accumulated taxes for the period 
of their imprisonment. 

Other commissioned personnel who 
were ir the thick of the battle have now 
returned to this country to find that they 
owe taxes beyond their present capacity 
to pay, the payment of which will unduly 
handicap them in their effort to renew 
their civilian ties and start business 
anew. We took care of this situation in 
the Revenue Act of 1945 so far as enlisted 
pers·onnel were concerned but granted 
no _ relie.f to the commissioned personnel 
other than an extension of time. 

My bill relieves commissioned officers 
with 10 months of overseas service in any 
taxable year from any tax on their serv
ice pay for active service in the present 
war with respect to taxable years begin
ning after December 31, 1940. The ex
emption only applies to taxable years in 
which 10 months or more of such service 
is pe)"formed on sea duty or outside the 
continental United States. 

This bill does not eliminate the exist
ing $1,500 exclusion applicable to com
missioned personnel except as to those · 
whc are eligible to the benefit accorded 
by this measure. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee finds it
self in ·a rather awkward position. Here 
are two of the finest Members of the 
House, and if I may be personal for a 
minute, two of my close friends, the gen
tlemen from Rhode Island [Mr. FoRAND 
and Mr. FOGARTY]. But their pr9blem is 
not one resting with the Navy. 

Let us analyze this proposition. Here 
are two stations, one in Forest Park, and 
the other in Newport. The one in Forest 
Park is perhaps the newest, the most 

· modern and up to date plant the Bureau 
of Ordnance has today. For my author
ity I quote .\dmiral Hussey, Chief of the 
Bureau. He says: 

We do not want to close the plant at New
port and we are not going to close it. We 
are putting our scientific wor!t there, and 
we are putting our manufacturing work in 
the new plant. 

In truth and in fact, the problem of my 
t,wo distinguished friends is a human 
one: it is the problem of jobs. The Navy 
Department has not anything to do with 
the civil-service rules and regulations 
that are knocking your people out of jobs. 
What is happening there is that your old
line people, and Lord bless them, there 
are no finer in the world, are having to 
give up their jobs. For whom? For 
members of our armed forces who are re
turning, who have been given a prefer
ence by this Congress. That is your 
problem. That is exactly what Admiral 
Hussey told me and I think be knows 
what he is talking about. 

We cannot keep these plants going on 
the theory of making work for one com
munity as against another. If we did 
that, instead of having a budget of $1,-
500,000,000 for the fiscal y~ar 1947, we 
would have a budget here, Mr. Chairman, 
of ten to twelve billions. 

Let us see if we cannot work this thing 
out in another fashion without legislat
ing to keep a plant in a particular place: 
That is bad business. Let us get around 
and see if we cannot over on the Sen~te 
side get Admiral Hussey to go into this. 
Personally I will help the gentleman to 
see if we cannot get your people some 
more work ~.here if it is humanly possi
ble. But let us not write it into a bill 
like this. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. · 

Mr. McCORMACK. I may say that 
the whole New England delegation had 
a meeting on this, Democrats and Repub
licans, and we tried to do the very thing 
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my friend says he· will try to do. But we 
could not do it. Of course, my friend 
may have more influence than the whole 
New England delegation, which includes 

. the leaders on both sides of the aisle, but, 
.with all due respect to my friend, I doubt 
that very much. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. There is no 
need of being facetiou;:; about this. 

Mr. McCORMACK. There was noth
ing facetious in what I said. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. We want to 
try to help you; but, in all fairness, if 
this good city comes in and we write it 
into the law, we are going to put work 
there to the exclusion of other towns. 
Have you not some other fine cities in 
New England you would like to treat the 
same way? You have a lot of Navy 
work up there that is going to close 
down. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Rhode Island. 

Mr. FOGARTY. I appreciate all the 
fine things the gentleman from Texas 
has said about the Members from Rhode 
Island and about the people we have in 
Rhode Island, but words do n'ot get us 
anywhere. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. I feel they 
will get you somewhere. 

Mr. FOGARTY. We have exhausted 
every avenue of approach in the last 
year and a half with the Navy Depart
ment in an attempt to get some action 
on the measure. This is our only oppor
tunity. We do not believe we are asking 
much. We are simply asking that this 
new temporary plant out there in For
est Park be put in grease. 

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. The gentle
man means he would close up a $25,000,-
000 or $30,000,000 plant, the best one the 
Bureau of Ordnance has, and let it go 
to pot? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Rhode 
Island. · 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision <demantied by Mr. FoRAND) there 
were-ayes 36, noes 27. 

SJ the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The ·gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand tellers. 

Mr. MARTIN of .Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, a point of order. The request 
comes too late. The Chair has recog
nized the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

~ The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains 
the point of order. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. I was on my feet addressing 
the Chair, and the gentleman from Penn
sylvania was recognized first. I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and one Members are present, a quorum. 
· Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, first I want to compliment the 

two gentlemen from Rhode Island [Mr. 
FoRAND and Mr. FoGARTY] for their 
astuteness in having this amendment 
prevail. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? , 

Mr. BRADLEY of Pennsylvania. I am 
very sorry that I cannot yield to the gen
tleman. 

I think it is apropos at the preser1t time 
to direct the attention of the House, and 
particularly the members of the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs and the Subcom
mittee on Naval Appropriations, to a 
habit which is prevailing at m,ost of the 
naval establishments on both ·the east 
and the west coasts viah respect to re
pair work. I find that despite repeated 
assurances from officials of the Navy De
partment that they have corrected con
ditions complained of these conditions 
still exist, and they are leading to the 
unemployment of thousands of men, 
many of whom have been employed by 
the Government at navy yards for 25 
to 30 years. I find that tt,1e Navy De
partment at the Philadelphia Navy Yard, 
and I think in other r~av:s; yards, is utiliz
ing enlisted and commissioned personnel 
to do work that should be done and which 
was always done in the past bY civilian 
civil-service employees. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a serious thing. 
I am not speaking of the ordinary main
tenance work which one would expect 
the crews to perform, I am speaking of 
major repair jobs. The Navy is using 
enlisted men and thereby retaining in 
the service reservists who could be dis
charged to civil life, and in addition it is 
throwing out of employment thousands 
of nien; and this is not because of a cur:; 
tailment program. We all anticipate 
that. We know that we cannot employ 
as many men in the Navy yards as we did 
during the war. We know that the num
ber of employees has to be halved, and . 
probably we will have to go beyond that. 
But I do think it is a serious thing when 
the Navy Department permits crews to 
perform major repair work, and they are 
doing it although they have repeatedly 
denied to those of us who have made 
representations to them that these prac
tices were indulged in. But the com
plaints come in. We have investigated 
them in Philadelphia and we know that 
those complaints are true. 

I hope that the members of the Com
mittee on Naval Affairs, particularly 
those whose districts are adjacent to or 
near Navy yards, will take it upon them
selves to investigate these things for the 
benefit of these men, who really need 
some help and protection against these 
practices, which I think are beyond the 
scope of the intention of the Congress of 
the United States. The Navy Depart
ment should not be permitt.ed to keep 
these men in the service solely ·tor the 
purpose of performing work that was 
and should now be done by civilian per
sonnel at the Navy yards throughout the 
country. 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Bt:.AND: On 

page 45, line 20, after "including" insert the 
following: "personal services at the seat of 
government" and a semicolon. 

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the other 
amendment I have at the desk be read. 
I think the committee is willing to ac
cept both of them. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Clerk will report the other amend
ment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as followc:: 
Amendment offered by Mr . BLAND: On 

page 46, line 4, before the colon insert a 
semicolon and the following: "expenses of 
attendance, when specifically authorized by 
the chairman, at meetings concerned with 
the v<.rork of the Commission ." 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, the 
committee accepts tl~ose two amend
ments. 

The CHAIRMAN. Tl:.~ question is on 
the amendments (tiered by the gentle
man from Virginia. 

The amen~ments were agreed to. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that. the committee do now rise 
and report the bill bach to the House 
with sundry amend~ents , with the rec
ommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended 
do pass. · 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee arose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. STIGLER, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration the 
bill <H. R. 6496) making appropriations 
for the Navy Department and the naval 
service for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1947, and for other purposes, had di
rected him to report the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments, with 
the recommendations that the amend
ments be agreed to and that the bill as 
amended do pass. 

Mr. ::-:HEPPARD. Mr .. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the bill and al1 
amendments thereto to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote 

demanded on any amendment? If not, 
the Chair will put them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is qn 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was 1aid ..on the · 

table. 
GENERAL LEAVE TO REVISE AND EXTEND 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members of 
the House have five legislative days to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSIO~ OF REMARKS 

Mr. PLOESER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend the re
marks he made in Committee of the 
Whole today and inclucfe an article from 
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the St. Louis Post-Dispatch and also an 
editorial from the same paper. 

Mr. REED of New York asked and was 
given permission to extend. his remarks 
in the RECORD in two instances, in one 
to include a speech, and in the other ari 
editorial 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that on June 3 next, 
after the disposition of business on the 
Speaker's desk and the conclusion of 
special orders heretofore entered, my 
colleague, the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. STEVENSON] may be permitted to 
address the House for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION_ OF REMARKS 

Mr. GAVIN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in .the 
RECORD and include a statement before 
the House committee on Ways and 
Means in connection with the general 
hearings on social security. 

NO UNNECESSARY CONTROLS 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of . the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, the air 

waves are loaded every night and part of 
the day with talks, sermons, and short 
"plugs" on the future of price control and 
what it will mean to the American peo
ple. Extreme positions are taken both 
by those who are for and against. It is 
represented that without control-and 
particularly without the kind of control 
that the Office of Price Administration 
chooses to dispense unhampered and un
challenged-prices will rise so high that 
a dollar will have scarcely no purchas
ing power. 

On the other side it is contended that 
great material blessings would appear 
quickly if price controls were abandoned 
forthwith. 

Usually the true situation lies some
where between the extremes of the de
bates on public questions. The recent 
action by the House of Representatives 
on the extension of price control and the 
continuance of the OPA is evidence that 
a great majority of those who partici
pated in the action were seeking, first, to 
make price control function without re
tarding production; and second, to re
move controls that are plainly useless 
and injurious. 

Over a period of several months ad
ministration leaders have said repeatedly 
that it was their policy to apply price con
trols to scarce commodities and facilities 
only. Nothing of any consequence was 
done to make good on their declarations. 
The House of Representatives has pro
vided the means of return to a free econ
omy just as rapidly as ·the production in 
an industry is equal to the consumer's 
needS. If the other body of Congress 
agrees, price control just for the sake of 
control will pass. 

In my several statements in the House 
while the bill was under consideration I 
used the petroleum industry as an ex
ample of continued price control after 
the necessity had passed. It was found 
possible to lift gasoline and other petro
leum products rationing the day after the 
Japanese · stopped fighting. The ending 
of rationing was evidence that the supply 
was adequate. Price control should have 
been lifted at the same time, but it is 
here yet. To contend that petreleum 
prices to the consumer would go into 
"runaway inflation," as the OPA ex
presses it, except for control, would be 
to argue stupidly. With a plentiful sup
ply and with the competition that exists 
in the industry, prices could not run far. 
There are some needed adjustments to 
be made for the sake of providing for fu
ture production, and they will not be 
made as long as the OPA is in the saddle. 
After such adjustments occur, I predict 
that petroleum will be still selling far 
below its value with relation to other 
commodities. 

During the war we suspended our free 
economy for the sake of one purpose on 
which we all agree. That was to win the 
war. The Congress obviously did not 
agree when it voted the broad powers to 
the President to do the things needful to 
wage war that it was voting to make, a 
permanent change in the form of govern
ment or in the free enterprise system of 
the Nation. There are those who would 
like to keep up the wartime controls, the 
wartime spending and the wartime jobs 
for those who do the controlling. There 
are others who seek political advancement 
by advocating the continuance of the 
controls, the spending and the jobs. 
Some of these are most hysterical in their 
pleas not to "cripple OPA," or to "cut the 
heart out of OPA." 

An automobile must have an acceler
ator as well as a brake. The OPA has 
never appeared to recognize anything ex
cept the brake and under its philosophy 
the car never moves at all .. 

As passed by the House, the bill affords 
plenty of room to control prices where 
through scarcity prices might be bid up 
to injurious levels. The bill does require 
that in·scarcity industries prices shall not 
be kept down to where no increase in pro
duction is possible and on ..Plentiful ar
ticles, OPA is simply to get out of the way. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. GERLACH asked and was given 
permission to extend llis remarks in the 
RECORD and include a letter from one of 

. his constituents and, further, to extend 
his remarks in another instance and to 
also include another letter from another 
constituent. 
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL 

DAY-JULY 1, 1946 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Concurrent Reso
lution 152. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That Monday, the 1st day of 

July 1946, be set asi~e as the day upon 
which there shall be held a joint session of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives . 
for appropriate exercises in commemoration 

of the life, character, and public service of 
the late Franklin D. Roosevelt, former Presi
dent of the United States. 

That a joint committee, to consist of three 
Senators and five Members of the House of 
Representa:tives, to be appointed by the Pres
ident pro tempore of the Senate and the 
Speaker o~ the House of Representatives, re
spectively, shall be named. with full power to 
make all arrangements and publish a suit
able program for the joint session of Con
gress herein authorized, and to issue the in
vitations hereinafter mentioned. 

That invitations shall be extended to the 
President of the United States, the members 
of the Cabinet, the Chief Justice and Asso
ciate Justices of the Supreme Court of the 
United States, and such other . invitations 
shall be issued as to the said committee shall 
seem best. 

That all expenses incurred by the commit
tee in the execution of the provisions of this 
resolution shall be paid, one-half from the 
contingent fund of· the Seriate and one-half 
from the contingent fund of the House of 
Representatives. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re
serving the right to object-and I am not 
going to object-this is the usual me
morial service that follows the death of 
any President? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. That is absolutely 
correct, with one exception: Heretofore 
there have been five Senators and seven 
Members of the House. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. But 
this is the usual procedure. I was not 
mentioning the number on the com
mittee. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. The gentleman is 
correct. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. · 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
PRINTING ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE 

FIRST INTERIM REPCRT, NO. 1888, OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, from 
the Committee on Printing, I report 
(Rept. No. 2109> a privileged resolution 
(H. Res. 634), and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: · 

Resolved, That there be printed for the use 
at: the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives 3,000 additional 
copies qf its first interim report, No. 1888, 
current session, submitted pursuant to the 
Resolution No. 64, creating a Select Com
mittee cin Small Business of the House of 
Representatives and defining its powers and 
duties. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
, EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a timely address delivered over 
Station WOR, New York, on May 7, by 
former Postmaster General James A. 
Farley, now chairman of the Coca-Cola 
Board of Export Corp., .on the subject, 
"Government Aid in the Prevention and 
Cure of Cancer." 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
UNIFORM SYSTEM OF BANK,RUPTCY 
Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill (H. R. 
5504) t.ntitled "An act to establish a uni
form system of bankruptcy throughout 
the United States," and ask unanimous 
consent that the statement be read in 
lieu of the report. · 
· The SPEAKER. Is there ob.jection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala
bama? 

There was no objection.-
The Clerk read the statement. 
The conference report and statement 

are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the S.enate to the bill (H . R. 
5504) entitled "An act to establish a uniform 
system of bankruptcy throughout the United 
States," approved July 1, 1898·, and acts 

. amendatory thereof and supplementary 
thereto, having met, after full and free con
ference, ·have agreed to recommend and do 

. recommend to their respective House~ as 
follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 

· follows: 

Instead of ."June 4, 1946" as proposed by 
the Senate in·sert "March 31, 1947"; and the 

· Senate agree to the same. 
HATTON W. SUMNERS, 
SAM HOBBS, 

EARL C. MICHENER, 

Managers on the Part ot .the House. 
PAT McCARRAN, 
ABE MURDOCK, 
CHAPMAN REVERCOMB, 

Manager~ on the Part ot the Senate. 

STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House. at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes.· of 

; tl:!e two Houses on the arpendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 5504) to amend an 
act entitled "An act to establish a uniform 

· system of bankruptcy throughout the United 
. States," · 1:1pproved july 1, 1898, and acts 

aii1endatory thereof and supplementary 
thereto, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 

' upon by the conferees and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report. 

The House .bill provided that section 75 (c) 
of the Bankruptcy Act (which expired March 
4, 19461 be extended to June 4, 1947. The 
Senate amendment provided that this section 
be extended to June 4 ,' 1946. The conference 
agreement extends the section to March 31, 
1947. 

HATTON W. SUMNERS, 
SAM HOBBS, 
EARL C. MICHENER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The conference _report was agreed to. 
BILL OF RIGHTS DAY 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the · resolution <H. J. Res. 273) 
authorizing and reque&ting the President 
to issue annually a proclamation desig
nating December 15 as Bill of Rights Day, 
with Senate amendments, and agree to 
the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the titl~ of the resolu
tion. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as fqllows: 

Line 3, after "is" ·insert "hereby." 
Line 4 strike out "annually." 
Lin~ 5, after "15" insert" , 1946." 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re
serving the right to object, what is the 
effect of the Senate amendment? 

Mr. HOBBS. It simply puts in what 
the House committee recommended and 
which had substituted for the 1-year ob
servance a regular annual permanent 
observance. 

I have conferred with the distin
guished author of the bill , the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH], and 
he states that while he is disappointed 
that the Senate struck out the perrr.~a
nency feature and substituted only a 1-
year observance, that he has no objec
tion to it. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. As it 
now stanqs, it is for 1 year only. 

Mr. HOBBS .. That is right. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Ala
bama? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were agreed 

to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

.in the world will come only through sen

. sible, sound, and adequate emphasis upon 
educational, scientific, and cultural un
derstanding and participation by the 
peoples of the world. We must learn to 
live as neighbors in a world neighborhood 
else with atomic energy and with results 
of that discovery and experiment, we very 
easily, almost instantly, ·could blow our 

- neighbors and ourselves into eternity. 
Force, violence, destruction are never a 
solution for settlement of differences be
tween men; nor, do they form a sound 
foundation for the settlement of differ-
ences between nations. · 

EXTENSION OF· REMARKS 
Mr. PATTERSON <at the request of 

Mr. DE LAcY> was given permission to 
extend his remarks in -the REcoRD and 
include therein a statement on the Na
tional Committee on L~bor Law of the 
Nation'al Lawyers' Guild. 

Mr. COFFEE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix in three separate instances, 
and in connection therewith to ·include 
ex·cerpts from newspaper and magazine 
articles. 

M-r. McCORMACK asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix of the RECORD and in

: clupe an . editorial from the. Washington 
Star of Ma.y 22, entitled "Crisis in 
Poland." 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW AND PART OF· 
NEXT WEEK 

Mr. BLAND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend the re- Mr. MARTIN ·or Massachusetts. Mr. 

' marks he made in the Committee of the · Speaker; I ask uhanimouc consent 'to ad
Whole this afternoon and include cer- dress the House for 1 ·minute. 
tain correspondence. The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

Mr. IZAC (at the request of Mr. . .the request of the gentleman from Mas
DoYLE) was given permission to extend sachusetts? 
his remarks in the RECORD. There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of ·Massachusetts. Mr. 
ANNOUNCEMENT Speaker, I take this time to inquire of 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman from Massachusetts lMr. 
unanimous consent to revise and extend McCoRMACKl the program for tomorrow. 
my remarks and address the House for · Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, in 
1 minute at this time. response to the inquiry of the gentleman 

The SPEAKER. Is there obJection to ~ from Massachusetts, I may say that the 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- first order of business tomorrow will be 
fornia? the consideration of the bill s. ·7. the ad-

There was no objecfion. ministrative ·court bill. If this bill is 
Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, this morn- disposed of. in time to take up another 

ing the House convened at the hour of bill <S. 752) relating to strategic mate-
11 instead of its usual hour of 12. Then, rials, known as the stock:.pne bill, it 
instead of there being the usual approxi- also will be brought up. From infor
mate length of time for · 1-minute mation I have received, I understand 
:;peeches, unanimous consents, and other there is no opposition. I believe both 
items of business, an early roll call was bills come with unanimous reports. If 
had on House Joint Resolution 305 pro- we can dispose of those tomorrow we will 
viding for membership and P?.rticipation do so; but in any event that will be the 
by the United States , in the United order of business. 
Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cui- Mr. MARTIN of Massact .. usetts. Has 
tural Orga:1ization. I was present the gentleman any information yet as to 
throughout the most interesting and en- the program for next ·week? 
couraging debate on the subject matter Mr. McCORMACK . . With the indul
of thi\S important resolution and the roll gence of my friend I will answer that 
call vote thereon . went over from Wed- tomorrow, except to say that next week 
nesday until today. I was not present at will be a very light one. I can state now, 
the roll call nor did I have notice thereof however, that on Tuesday next there will 
that it was ueing called. I was on offi- be the House memorial services. There 
cial business and unavoidably abr.ent, but will be no legislation on that day. Then 
I want the House to know that if I had Thursday, of course, is the national 
been present in person, I would most Memorial Day. 
sincerely and cordially have voted "Aye" Mr. MARTIN. of Massachusetts. And 
for, Mr. Speaker, I am very sure that the we are in agreement ~hat not much prog
most lasting and enduring :Peace possible ress can be made on Wednesday. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. Unless in view of COMMITTEE HEARINGS 

the Very light Week there ShOUld be no COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
opposition to my request to dispensE;! with The Special subcommittee on Bank-
business in order on Calendar Wednes- ruptcy and Reorganization of the Com-

: day. In any event it will be a light legis- mittee on the Judiciary has scheduled a 
lative week. public hearing on the bill <H. R. 4307) 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY to amend sections 81, 82, 83, and 84 of 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I chapter IX of the act entitled " An act to 

a sk unanimous consent that business in establish a uniform system of bank
order on Calendar Wednesday of next ruptcy throughout the United States," 
week be dispensed with. approved July 1, 1898, as amended. The 

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, reserving hearing will be held in the Judiciary 
the right to object, and I will not; in Committee room, 346 House Office Build
view of the very light calendar for. next ing, and will begin at 10 a. m. on Friday, 

· May 24, 1946. · 
week, I think it only fair that no obJec- On Monday, May 27, 1946, Subcom-
tion be raised to dispensing with business mittee No. 4 of the Committee on the 
in order on Calendar Wednesday of that Judiciary will start public hearings on 
week; but I hope in view of this that our the following pending measures with re
friends will likewise cooperate week after spect to the cessation of hostilities and 
next. termination of the war and emergencies: 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to House Concurrent Resolution 85, House 
the request of the gentleman from , Concurrent Resolution 86, House Con-
Massachusetts? current Resolution 91, House Concur-

. There was no objection. rent Resolution 98, House Concurrent 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE Resolution 132, House Concurrent Reso-

By unanimous consent leave of absence lution 133, House Joint Resolution 245, 
was granted as follows: House Joint Resolution 272, House Joint 

To Mr. BIEMILLER, from May 24 to June Resolution 287. 
1, inclusive, pn account of official busi- The hearings will be held in the Judi-
ness. ciary Committee room, 346 House Office 

To Mr. TALBOT <at the request of Mr. Building, beginning at 10 a. m. 
On Thursday, June 6, 1946, Subcom-

MARTIN of Massachusetts) • for 2 days, on mittee No. 2 of the Committee on the 
account of official business. Judiciary wilT continue hearings on the 
ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION bill <H. R. 6301> to supnlemen._ existing 

SIGNED laws against unlawful restraints and mo-
Mr. ROGER~ of New York, from the nopolies, and for other purposes. The 

Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported hearings will begin at 10 a. m. and will 
that that committee had examined and be held in the Judiciary Committee room, 
found truly enrolled a bill and joint reso- 346 House Office Building. 
\ution Of the HOUSe Of the fOllOWing titleS, COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 
which were thereupon signed by the The Committee on Patents will begin 
Speaker: hearings Tuesday, June 4, 1946, at 10 

H. R: 4763. An act for the relief of R. L a. m., in the· Patents Committee room, 
Benton; and 416 House Office Building, on the follow-

H. J . Res. 353 . Jolnt resolution extending ing bills: 
the time for the release of powers of appoint- H. R. 3694 (HARTLEY) : A bill to declare 

'ffient for the purposee of certain provisions the national policy regarding the test for 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

determining. invention. 
The SPEAKER announced his signa- . H. R. 5841- <BOYKIN): A bill fixing the 

·ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the date of the termination of World War II, 
following titles: : for special purpo.ses. 

s ~03 . An act for the relief of Margery H . R. 5940 (LANHAM): A bill to make 
Anderson Bridges; Government-owned patents freely avail-

s. 875 . An act for the relief of Mercy Duke able for use by citizens of the United 
Boehl; States, its Territories, and possessions . 

s. 1201. An act for the relief of Arthur F. These hearings will be continued on 
'Downs; succeeding days until concluded or until 

s. 1563. An act for the relief of Ferris this notice is supersEded. 
Ruggles; 

S. 1604 . An act for the relief of Leo Stuhr; 
S. 1916. An act to authorize the Secretary 

of State to transfer certain silver candelabra 
to May Murgan Beal; and 

S. 1932 . An act conferring jurisdiction upon 
the United States District Court for the East
ern District of South Carolina to hear, deter

. mine, and render judgment upon the claim of 
the board of trustees of the Saunders Me
morial Hospital. 

ADJOURNMENT 

· Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now ·adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 4 c'clock and 30 minutes p. m :) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
May 24, 1946, at 12 o'clack noon. . . 

XCII--351 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1324. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Navy, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill to · authorize 'the Secretary of the Navy 
to acquire in fee or otherwise certain lands 
and rights in land on the island of Guam, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

1325. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of the Treasury, transmitting a draft of a 
proposed bill to amend the Servicemen's 
R.eadjustment Act of 1.944; to the Committee 
on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

1326. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting supple
mental estimates of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1946 in the amount of $45,000, 
and for the fiscal year 1947 in tpe amount 
of $46,000, in all, $91,000, for the legislative 
branch , House of Representatives (H. Doc. 
No. 605) ; to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed. 

1327. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a sup
plemental estimate of appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1946 in the amount of $7.500 for 
the Department of Justice (H. Doc. No. 606); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

1328. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting the 
budget for the fiscal year 1947 in the amount 
of $20,600,000, for the Civilian Production 
Administration (H. Doc. No. 607); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be pripted. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees ·were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 635. Resolution providing for 
the consideration of H. R. 1362, a bill to 
amend the Railroad Retirement Acts, the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, u.nd 
subchapter B of chapter 9 of the Internal 
Revenue Code, and for other purposes, and 
to waive points of order; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 2103) . Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 636. Resolution providing for 
the consideratior of H. R. 2871, a bill to 
create a commission to be known as the 
Alaskan International Highway Commis-

, sion; without amendment (Rept. No. 2104). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. VINSON: Committee on Naval Affairs. 
H. R. 5426. A bill to provide for the train
ing of officers for the naval service, and for 
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2105). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole :.rouse on the Sta'Le of the Union. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida: Committee on 
the Public Lands. H. R. 4486. A bill to 
abolish the Santa Rosa Island National 
Monument and to provide for the conveyance 

1 to Escambia Count;, State of Florida, of that 
portion of Santa Rosa Island which is under 
the jurisdiction of the Department of tl;le 
Interior; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2106). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON: Committe~on Flood 
Control. H. R. 5508. A bill to authorize the 
return of the Grand River Dam project to 
the Grand River Dam Authority and the 
adjustment and settlement of accounts be
tween the Authority and the United States, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2107) . Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. KLEIN: Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. H. R. 6279. A bill to 
facilitate the admission into the United 
States of the alien fiancees or fiances of 
members of the armed · forces of the United 
States; with amendment (Rept. No. 2108). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union .. 

Mr. BULWINKLE: Committee on Printing. 
House Resolution 634. Resolution author
izing that there be printed for the use of the 
Committee on Small .Business of the House 
of Representatives additional copies of its 
first interim report, No. 1888, current session, 
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submitted pursuant to the resolution No. 64, 
creating a select committee on small busi
ness of the House of Representatives and 
defining its powers and · duties; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2109). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BURCH: 
H. R. 6528. A bill to authorize the coinage 

of 50-cent pieces to commemorate the life 
and perpetuate the ideals and teachings of 
Booker T . Washington; to the Committee on 
Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. KEARNEY: 
H. R . 6529. A bill to provide increased com

pensations for the widows and children of 
deceased veterans; to the Committee on 
World War Veterans' Legislation . 

By Mr. BALDWIN of New York: 
H. R. 6530. A bill to provide for the ex

peditious n aturalization of former citizens 
of the United States who have lost United 
States citizenship through civilian employ
ment with countries allied with the United 
States in the Second World War; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza
tion. 

By Mr . BARRETT of Pennsylvania: 
H. R. 6531. A bill to amend section 101 of 

the Nationality Act of 1940; to the Commit
tee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. McGEHEE: 
H. R . 6532. A bill to provide a method for 

payment in certain Government establish
ments of overtime, leave , and holiday com
pensation on the basis of night rates pur
suant to certain decisions of the Comptroller 
General, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. MANASCO: 
H. R . 6533 . A bill to authorize certain ad

ministrative expenses in the Government 
service, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments. 

By Mr. JOHNS<?N of Oklahoma: 
H. J . J:es. 357. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States extending the right to vote to 
all citizens 18 years of age or older; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REED of New York: 
H. i . Res. 358. Joint resolution granting ad

ditional allowance for military and naval 
personnel; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PITTENGER: 
d. Con. Res. 151. Concurrent resolution 

against adoption of Reorganization Plan No. 
2 of Ma_ 16, 1946; to the Committee on Ex
penditures in the Executive Departments. 

By Mr. VINSON: 
H. Res. 637. Resolution providing for the 

consideration of H. R . 5915, ·a bill to amend 
the Naval Reserve Act of 1938, as amended, 
so as to establish the Women's Reserve on a 
permanent basis, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 638. Resoluti"n providing for the 
consideration of H. R. 5426, a bill to provide 
for the training of officers for the naval serv
ice, and for other purposes; to the 9o~mittee 
on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXTI, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced. and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BROWN , of Georgia: 
· H. R . 6534. A bill to restore to the Lombard 

Iron Works Co., of Augusta, Ga., the right to 

appeal . to the Secretary of War with respect 
to certain questions arising in connection 
with termination of contract No. W-41-Q40, 
CWS 309; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GORE: 
H . R; f535. A bill for the relief of the estate 

of W. H. Rodgers, deceased; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. HOBBS: 
H . R. 6536. A bill for the relief of South

eastern Sand & Gravel Co.; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. LUDLOW: 
H. R. 6537. A bill for the relief of Emma L. 

Jackson; to t he Commit tee on Claims. 
By Mr. P A TIERSON: 

· H. R. 6538. A bill for the relief of Robert 
B. Jones; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHORT: 
H. R. 6539 . A b1U for the relief of the estate 

of William A. Hamilton, deceased; to the 
Committee on Clauns. 

By Mr . VOORHIS ot California: 
H . R . 6540. A bill for the relief of the de

pendents of Carl B . Sanborn; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

1906. By Mr . HANCOCK: Petition ot Mrs . 
C. W. Carlton and other residents of Ononda
ga County, N. Y .. urging that Congress pass 
legislation authorizing the President and the 
Secretary of Agricwture to issue directives 
preventing the use of grain for the manu
facture of alcoholic beverages; -to the Com
mitee on Agriculture 

1907. By Mr. RESA: Petition of several 
Townsend Clubs in Chicago, ·urging the 
enactment of legislation proposed in House 
bills 2229 and 2230; to the · Committee on 
Ways and Means 

1908. By the Speaker: Petition of South 
Jersey Industrial Union Council, petitioning 
consideration of their resolution with refer
ence to price control; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

SENATE 
FRIDAy' MAy 24, 1946 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, March 5, 
1946) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 merciful God, whose law is truth 
and whose statutes stand forever, we be
seech Thee to grant unto us who in the 
morning seek Thy face, fervently to de
sire, wisely to , trace and obediently to 
fulfill all that is pleasing unto Thee. 
Unite our hearts and minds to bear the 
burdens that are laid upon us. Grant 
unto us all that, laying aside any parti
san divisions, we may be given tallness . 
of stature to see above the walls ·of our 
prideful optnions the good of the largest 
number. And· in these perplexing times 
that try our souls and test our <;haracter 
may Thy strength sustain us, may Thy 
grace preserve us, may Thy wisdom in
struct us; may Thy might protect us, may 
Thy hand direct us, this day and ever
more. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. PEJ:>PER, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of ~he cal
endar day Thursday, May 23, 1946, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILL. 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was communi
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of 
his secretaries, and he also announced 
that· the President had approved and · 
signed the act <S. 1980) to continue in 
effect section 6 of the act of July 2, 1940 
(54 Stat. 714), as amended, relating to 
the . exportation of certain commodities. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the joint resolution <H. J. 
Res. 273) authorizing and requesting the 
President to issue annually a proclama
tion designating December 15 as Bill of 
Rights Day. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
<H. R. 5504) to amend an act entitled 
"An act to establish a uniform system 
of bankruptcy throughou~ the, United 
States," approved July 1, 1898, and acts 
amendatory thereof and supplementary 
thereto. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed a bill <H. R. 6496) 
making appropriations for the Navy De
partment and the naval service for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and for 
other purposes, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to a concurrent resolu
tion <H. Con. Res. 152) providing for a 
joint session of Congress for the purpose 
of holding appropriate exercises in com
memoration of the life, character, and 
public services of the late Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, former President of the United 
States, in which it requested the con
currence of the Senate. 
ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 

SIGNED 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bill and joint reso
lution, and they were signed by the Act
ing President pro tempore: 

H R. 5504. An act to amend an act entitled 
"An act to establish a uniform system of 
bankruptcy throughout the United States," 
approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto; and 

H. J. Res. 273: Joint resolution to provide 
for the proper observance of the one hundred 
and fifty-fifth anniversary of the adoption 
of the first 10 amendments to the Constitu
tion, known as the Bill of Rights. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 
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